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House of Representatives

The House met at noon and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. FLEMING).

————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 12, 2011.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN
FLEMING to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2011, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 1:50 p.m.

————
ATTACK ON CAMP ASHRAF

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, last
week Iraqi forces unleashed a surprise
attack on Camp Ashraf, the home of
thousands of Iranian exiles, including
innocent men, women and children;
2,600 members of the Iraqi military,
armed with military weapons, attacked
those 3,000 unarmed Iranian exiles.

These Iranian civilians are pro-Amer-
ican. They are exiles from Iran because
of their opposition to the evil dictator,
the little tyrant of the desert,
Ahmadinejad.

The Iraqis showed no mercy in their
attack. They used live ammunition
against these people who could not de-
fend themselves. They ran over these
citizens, smashing them with their
American-made Humvees. Reports in-
dicate an estimated 300 people were in-
jured and 33 people were murdered in
their vicious attack.

And it doesn’t stop there. Iraqi sol-
diers still occupy parts of Camp Ashraf.
We don’t even know if the attackers
are all Iraqis. It has been reported that
some of these occupiers could be Ira-
nian agents who seek to harm the Ira-
nian dissidents living in this camp.

The international community cannot
tolerate this unprovoked, violent at-
tack by the Government of Iraq. We
have a legal and moral obligation to
ensure the safety of Iranian dissidents
in Camp Ashraf.

The innocent people who live in
Camp Ashraf continue to be in danger
as we speak. It has been reported that
the Government of Iraq blocked the de-
livery of American humanitarian aid to
the wounded until Sunday, 2 days after
the attack. And just yesterday the
Iraqi Government announced that they
plan to close Camp Ashraf and move its
residents out of the country. This is ex-
actly what Ahmadinejad wants.

If this happens, Mr. Speaker, these
people’s lives are in total danger. Why?
Right now, some citizens of Camp
Ashraf are members of the MEK. The
MEK is on the United States’ list of
Foreign Terrorist Organizations.

The FTO organization designation by
the United States is still being used by
Iran to justify the harsh treatment of
its own citizens, of the MEK worldwide.
Many nations have already removed
the MEK off the FTO list. So the Gov-
ernment of Iran uses our designation as
a justification to harm the MEK citi-
zens. That is why the Iranian Govern-
ment praised the attack in Camp
Ashraf on the Iranian dissidents.

Mr. Speaker, by not taking the MEK
off the FTO list, we are endangering in-

nocent people and empowering the
Governments of Iran and Iraq to harm
them. They are on our side. They op-
pose the evil dictator in Iran.

This is just another example of the
inconsistency the United States pre-
sents with our foreign policy. In one
breath we say publicly we need to pro-
tect Camp Ashraf. Yet in the second
breath we won’t take MEK off the For-
eign Terrorist Organizations list.

Fifty-four of my colleagues have
joined me on a resolution urging the
Secretary of State to immediately re-
move the MEK from the FTO list. The
State Department has yet to give con-
vincing evidence that the MEK is an
FTO. It is time they make their case or
remove them from the designation.

Failure to do this sends mixed sig-
nals to both the Iranian and Iraqi Gov-
ernments. These governments think
they have a license to kill these dis-
sidents.

This is a matter of life or death for
the people in Camp Ashraf. If more
Iraqi attacks occur against these peo-
ple, the blood will be on the hands of
the Iraqi Government and the little ty-
rant of the desert, Ahmadinejad.

We must make it clear to the Iraqis
that they do not have the right to at-
tack Camp Ashraf just because Amer-
ica is leaving town. We must not tol-
erate these crimes against innocent ci-
vilians that we have legally and mor-
ally promised to protect.

And that’s just the way it is.

———

REPUBLICAN PATH TO THE PAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the Republican budget for fis-
cal year 2012 that the House will take
up later this week is not a Path to
Prosperity. Rather, it is more accu-
rately a Path to the Past.

Just like President Bush’s ill-fated
attempt to privatize Social Security,
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the Path to the Past eviscerates Medi-
care, forcing retirees to bear the brunt
of cost increases and severely jeopard-
izing their access to health care, re-
placing today’s guaranteed access with
a limited voucher system.

Today, thanks to Medicare, every one
of America’s senior citizens has access
to health care coverage. Before Medi-
care was enacted in 1965, roughly half
of all seniors suffered without health
insurance. The Path to the Past would
send American seniors back to the
times of scrambling to find coverage
while always worrying how they will be
able to afford rising health care costs
on fixed incomes.

The Republican Path to the Past
brings back the doughnut hole in Medi-
care part D prescription drug coverage.
Under the doughnut hole, many seniors
have been forced to pay thousands of
dollars out of pocket for prescription
medication because they weren’t cov-
ered by part D.

I was proud to fix that inequity and
eliminate the doughnut hole during the
previous Congress. Unfortunately, the
Republican Path to the Past brings it
back once again, requiring many sen-
iors to pay thousands of dollars extra
for their prescription drugs. That’s a
past Americans don’t want.

The Republican Path to the Past de-
stroys Medicaid, replacing it with a
vastly limited monetary grant to the
States, forcing them to either reduce
benefits to lower-income families or to
reduce the number of eligible families
or both. Currently, 34 million children
receive health care through Medicaid.

From 1997 to 2009, the percentage of
children without health insurance
dropped from 13.9 percent to 8.2 per-
cent, largely because of Medicaid. The
Republican Path to the Past risks the
future of millions of America’s chil-
dren by risking that health care cov-
erage. That’s a past America does not
want.

The Path to the Past incredulously
blames rising college tuition on efforts
to make Pell Grants more accessible to
kids and would return the Nation to a
system where only the wealthy can af-
ford college. Contrary to what the Re-
publican budget states, college tuition
costs have been rising long before the
expansion of Pell Grants.

In fact, from 2002 to 2007, tuition
costs rose 31 percent more than the
rate of inflation, the worst 5-year in-
crease in college costs in over 30 years.

In response, last year we reformed
the student loan program, expanded
the Pell Grant program, and allowed
hundreds of thousands of students the
ability to make higher education more
affordable. The Republican Path to the
Past returns the Nation to the years of
rising tuition without any relief.
That’s a past America does not want.

The Republican Path to the Past ig-
nores the economic recovery under way
and indiscriminately slashes invest-
ments in ways that Goldman Sachs
said will lower economic growth by 2
percent and increase unemployment by
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1 percent. During the height of the
Great Recession, for several months,
700,000 Americans lost their jobs.

According to Mark Zandi, an econo-
mist with Moody’s Analytics and an
adviser to Senator MCCAIN’s Presi-
dential campaign, those policies would
cost American workers another 700,000
jobs. The Economic Policy Institute
projected a loss of 800,000 jobs, while
the Center for American Progress said
it will cost 900,000 jobs. That’s a past
America does not want to go back to.

The Republican budget proposal, the
Path to the Past, returns us to the law
of the jungle and the survival of the
fittest, throwing the young, the elder-
ly, the sick, and the disadvantaged on
their own fates.

That’s not an America I believe in.

————
0 1210

AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, as many
people know, and I do not say this with
pride, but for years, I've been signing
letters to the immediate and extended
families of those Killed in Afghanistan
and Iraq. I have signed over 9,966 let-
ters. It is a constant reminder to me of
the high cost of war.

Our country is in deep financial trou-
ble. It continues to amaze me that we
would raise the debt ceiling, spend
money we don’t have and cut much-
needed programs from our seniors and
children while we continue to spend $8
billion a month in Afghanistan.

Karzai is a corrupt leader. His gov-
ernment is corrupt. He has stated that
he would rather side with the Taliban
than the United States. This is based
on an article in the Washington Post
on December 8, 2010. What sense does it
make to sacrifice our young American
lives, our money and our resources for
a man who does not want our troops in
his country? It simply does not make
any sense at all.

According to a March 15 Washington
Post/ABC News Poll, 73 percent of
Americans want our troops out of Af-
ghanistan this summer. Last week,
every Member of Congress received an
Associated Foreign Press article from
Congressman PETER WELCH. I do not
have time to read the whole article,
but let me share some excerpts from
his letter to each of my colleagues and
his colleagues, and I will quote the let-
ter from Congressman WELCH.

“I want to draw your attention to a
recent Associated Foreign Press article
detailing the funneling of USAID dol-
lars to the Afghan Taliban, reportedly
making Western reconstruction funds
the main source of income for insur-
gents.

‘““According to the story, an esti-
mated 10 percent of the cost of every
development project is used to pay off
the Taliban. The United States has
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spent $56.1 billion in Afghanistan since
2002.”

Mr. Speaker, let me remind the Con-
gress and the American citizens that
the Taliban are Kkilling and maiming
American soldiers and marines. It is
time that this Congress debate the Af-
ghan war and to bring our troops home.
Here we are talking about cutting
spending for programs that help the
American people, but yet we continue
to send billions and billions of dollars
to a corrupt leader. It doesn’t make
sense. Mr. Speaker, we could save
American lives, which is the most im-
portant, but also $8 billion a month if
we were to bring our troops home from
Afghanistan.

Mr. Speaker, I will continue to come
to the floor once a week, and I will
bring photographs in the way of post-
ers to remind the American people and
my colleagues in Washington of the
price of war. Right beside me now is
the Air Force Honor Guard at Dover
bringing a hero home in a transfer
case, which is known as a coffin as
well, flag draped.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for this Con-
gress to debate the issue of bringing
our troops home from Afghanistan.
How much longer can we afford to give
lives of our young Americans to a cor-
rupt leader? It makes no sense. I want
my colleagues in both parties to awak-
en.

JIM MCGOVERN, Democrat, and WAL-
TER JONES, a conservative, will soon
have a bill that we will put on the floor
to debate bringing our troops home. I
want the American people to join us in
bringing our troops home.

Mr. Speaker, as I do always when I
close, I will ask God to please bless our
men and women in uniform. I will ask
God to please bless the families of our
men and women in uniform. I will ask
God in His loving arms to hold the fam-
ilies who have given a child dying for
freedom in Afghanistan and Iraq.

And, Mr. Speaker, I will ask God to
please bless the House and Senate that
we will do what is right in the eyes of
God for the American people. And I
will ask God to give wisdom, strength
and courage to President Obama that
he will do what is right in the eyes of
God for His people.

And I will close by asking God three
times, please God, please God, please
God, continue to bless America.

THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
Congress this week will focus on the
Ryan Republican budget, probably the
most profoundly negative and cynical
plan ever advanced by a major party in
the House of Representatives.

There are lots of individual analyses
that are available to Americans, not
from spin masters, but from serious
journalists and analysts. I strongly
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hope that people will take the time to
look at it. They will find in the course
of their research that there are a num-
ber of very fundamental flaws.

First and foremost, there is no funda-
mental reform of our defense spending,
something that is driving the deficit
dramatically. We sidestep opportuni-
ties to reform agricultural programs. It
actually takes us backwards on health
care. And there are $4 trillion of pro-
gram cuts over the next 10 years, fall-
ing primarily on low- and moderate-in-
come Americans. It is a hypocritical
approach.

Last year, Americans were given tel-
evision ads from Republican candidates
accusing Democrats of slashing Medi-
care for senior citizens. Now we see
that the Republicans are taking all of
those proposed slashes in spending and
using it to finance their program to re-
duce taxes for those who need it the
least.

In addition, people will be able to
verify that senior citizens, starting in
2020, will be bearing a far greater bur-
den for paying for their own Medicare
than ever in the Affordable Care Act in
any of the reforms. It replaces a steep
curve of increased Medicare spending,
no doubt about it. That’s why in the
Affordable Care Act we embedded re-
form proposals to bend that cost curve.
It’s replaced without proposals to re-
duce Medicare spending. It just simply
slashes the support that seniors can
get. It’s replaced with the much great-
er cost curve increase for private insur-
ance. Their approach is to give a
voucher to insurance companies to pro-
vide insurance for senior citizens for
health care.

Bear in mind, the reason we got
Medicare in the first place is because
senior citizens’ insurance policies were
not profitable. They couldn’t buy com-
prehensive health insurance in an af-
fordable fashion before Medicare. What
leads anybody to believe that somehow
aging Americans are going to be more
attractive to the health insurance in-
dustry in the future? And by replacing
Medicare, which actually has reduced
cost increases below what it cost in the
private health insurance company, you
are actually going to increase overall
health care costs.

But nowhere is that cynicism more
evident than in a bill that is coming to
the floor, I think tomorrow, the legis-
lation to end the Prevention and Pub-
lic Health Fund under the Affordable
Care Act. Already in States like mine
we’ve received millions of dollars for
prevention activities and for wellness
clinics to help people stop smoking and
to improve the training of health pro-
fessionals. These are investments to
help make Americans healthier in the
first place and reduce the demand for
health care costs.

There was a time, Mr. Speaker, when
prevention was a bipartisan issue. In
fact, in our deliberations in the Ways
and Means Committee in last Congress,
people on both sides of the aisle were
talking about the need to help deal
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with prevention programs to keep peo-
ple healthy in the first place. What a
sad state when one of the first actions
of this Congress is to repeal this bipar-
tisan concept of a prevention and pub-
lic health fund.

———

RECOGNIZING HOME FARMING
DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT) for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize Home Farming Day,
an initiative launched by the nonprofit
organization Urban Farming in part-
nership with the Kraft Foods Triscuit
brand. The event celebrates those who
are growing food at home or with their
communities and, in turn, nurturing
and inspiring healthier eating habits
nationwide.

Last year, the first Home Farming
Day resulted in the planting of 50 new
farms in unused urban spaces in 20 cit-
ies. I was pleased that my office could
participate in the groundbreaking on
one of those gardens in my congres-
sional district.

This year, Triscuits and Urban Farm-
ing plan to replant all 50 gardens and
add 15 new farms throughout the coun-
try, totaling 66 community-based home
farms. Food grown at these community
farms goes directly to the volunteers
who grow the crops, along with their
families and communities. Volunteers
can also donate to local food banks for
those that are in need.

In my home district, crops are deliv-
ered to the Loaves and Fishes Commu-
nity Pantry in Naperville, Illinois,
where they provide low-income fami-
lies with fresh, healthy meals.
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Mr. Speaker, from the White House
to our own backyards and windowsills,
more and more Americans are taking
up the fun and healthy pastime of
growing their own food. It is not unlike
what many of our parents and grand-
parents did during World War II when
they planted 20 million ‘‘victory gar-
dens.” I can recall stealing into my
own mother’s victory garden to eat the
raspberries and gather crops of rhu-
barb, squash, and tomatoes.

In fact, home gardening already is an
activity that most Americans enjoy. A
2010 Garden Writers Association survey
found that 66 percent of Americans
have some form of lawn or garden, and
younger Americans between the ages of
25 and 40 are now gardening at the
same rate as the general population.
And Home Farming Day is an oppor-
tunity to encourage that trend, espe-
cially among young people in urban
communities where fresh fruits and
vegetables may be less available.

Whether on a kitchen countertop, in
a balcony flower box, or at a commu-
nity plot, home farming is a great way
for people of all ages to celebrate nat-
ural living, and treat themselves to
some fresh fruits and vegetables while
they’re at it.
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It is a goal worth pursuing, and I'd
like to commend Triscuit, the 109-year-
old cracker brand manufactured in my
congressional district, and the home
farming movement for helping to show
Americans how easy it is to grow fresh
vegetables and herbs right in their own
backyard.

I'd like to congratulate Urban Farm-
ing and their partners on their success
in expanding Home Farming Day
across the country, encouraging com-
munities to utilize open spaces to bring
fresh ingredients to our homes.

————

HOME RULE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON)
for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor today to celebrate the 41 Dis-
trict of Columbia elected officials and
residents led by Mayor Vincent Gray
and five members of the D.C. City
Council who were arrested in front of
the Hart Senate office building yester-
day evening, and hundreds of other
residents who gathered to protest their
second-class treatment as American
citizens by the Republican House, the
Democratic-led Senate, and the admin-
istration.

The 2011 continuing resolution due on
the floor this week contains a sinister
trade that takes the District of Colum-
bia’s self-governing rights to spend its
own local funds on abortion services
for poor women, as many jurisdictions
have long done. The CR also funds the
start-up of a new, private school vouch-
er program but only in D.C., about
which no local elected official was con-
sulted.

It is the House Republicans who have
been on an undemocratic warpath
against the District’s home rule. But
yesterday, residents did not spare Sen-
ate Democrats or the President who, in
the end, accepted Republican demands.
The House will hear from me again as
I try to remove these anti-home rule
riders; but this body has repeatedly
turned a deaf ear to me on violations of
the city’s most basic rights to local
control.

Congress continually and summarily
refused my bill and several amend-
ments to allow the District to spend its
own local funds to avoid a shutdown of
the city government that would have
occurred with a Federal shutdown,
even though only our local funds were
involved.

Yesterday, however, Congress and
the country heard from the people
themselves. House rules do not allow
Members to organize demonstrations,
and yesterday’s spontaneous out-
pouring of citizens, where I was not
present, showed why the people must
always speak for themselves. D.C. Vote
organized yesterday’s mammoth dem-
onstration in a couple of days; and resi-
dents poured onto Constitution Ave-
nue, anxious for an outlet for their ac-
cumulated outrage at being traded on a
congressional auction block.
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Yesterday, the House, the Senate,
and the administration heard the
voices and saw the faces of our city.
The House may disagree with the views
of our American citizens on women’s
constitutional reproductive rights, but
no American would sanction congres-
sional mandates on how our local citi-
zens may spend the local taxes they
raise. The Speaker may favor private
school vouchers, but no American
would agree that his preference should
override a city’s local decision for pub-
lic charter schools as the alternative to
our private schools.

The House may continue to ignore
me; but yesterday D.C. elected officials
and residents, like millions of others
throughout the world, showed that the
people will not be ignored forever.

I will offer a separate statement in-
cluding the names of the residents and
officials who were arrested, with grati-
tude.

———————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 25
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

————
O 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. POE of Texas) at 2 p.m.

——————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Together, let us take the words of
Daniel Webster, which hang high over
the Speaker’s chair, and make them
our own solemn prayer today.

Lord God, let our age be the age of
improvement. In a day of peace, let us
advance the arts of peace and the
works of peace.

Let us develop the resources of our
land, call forth its powers, build up its
institutions, promote all its great in-
terests, and see whether we also, in our
day and our generation, may not per-
form something to be remembered.

Let us cultivate a true spirit of union
and harmony. Let our conception be
charged and enlarged to the circle of
our duties. Let us extend our ideas over
the whole of the vast field in which we
are called to act. Let our object be our
country, our whole country, and noth-
ing but our country.

And by Your blessing, Almighty God,
may that country, itself, become a vast
and splendid monument, not of oppres-
sion and terror, but of wisdom, of
peace, and of liberty upon which the
world may gaze with admiration for-
ever.

Amen.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
WOMACK) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. WOMACK led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1093

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove the
name of the gentleman from California
(Mr. HUNTER) from H.R. 1093. It was
added inadvertently due to a clerical
error.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

———
REAL REFORM NOW

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, remarkably, the reliably
Democratic Washington Post, in a lead
editorial last week, quoted Senator
Barack Obama in 2006 as saying, ‘“The
fact that we are here today to debate
America’s debt limit is a sign of leader-
ship failure. Washington is shifting the
burden of bad choices today onto the
backs of our children and grand-
children.”

Today, President Obama is warning
that the debt limit must be passed or
there will be economic Armageddon.
Sadly, it is more clear than ever that
reckless government borrowing is out
of control with the President proposing
a nightmare of endless borrowing.

For a debt limit increase, there
should be real reforms to end out-of-
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control spending. Former Senator Phil
Gramm of Texas pointed out that Re-
publicans agree that families and na-
tions should always honor their debts;
but in so doing, they should also make
sure they don’t pile up new debt. For
Congress, it means passing budget re-
forms that impose hard and enforceable
limits on new spending and debt.

Republicans and Democrats should
work together truly to protect senior
citizens, younger generations, and to
create jobs. Specific reforms are needed
to protect American families.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

———
GOVERNOR HALEY BARBOUR
SPEAKS AT CONGRESSIONAL

HEALTH CARE CAUCUS

(Mr. BURGESS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, today
the Congressional Health Caucus was
joined by Governor Haley Barbour from
Mississippi as part of our ‘“Thought
Leaders Series.”” His leadership in
health care in his home State is an ex-
ample of how States can take a more
prominent role and, in doing so, bend
the cost curve in the correct direction.

In the last fiscal year, Medicaid,
which is a joint Federal and State pro-
gram, cost our country more than $400
billion, and the price is only expected
to increase in the years to come. Gov-
ernor Barbour has been a leader in
transforming Medicaid in his home
State. He has made commonsense deci-
sions to reduce rising drug costs to en-
sure that people who are enrolled in
the program are, indeed, eligible for
the program. Coordinated care and in-
creased compliance all have led to im-
proved outcomes.

The Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act will only compound the
financial problems that States are fac-
ing. In 2014, States will see their Med-
icaid enrollments grow substantially
when all people below 138 percent of
the Federal poverty level will be cov-
ered. It is essential that we examine
this and other parts of the Affordable
Care Act to ensure that our States are
not pushed into an even deeper budg-
etary crisis.

———

SPENDING-DRIVEN DEBT CRISIS

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, $14.4 tril-
lion, that’s the approximate size of our
Nation’s economy; $14.2 trillion, that’s
the size of our Nation’s debt—a record
high and growing. Soon our debt will
surpass our economy. Let’s be clear: No
nation that deep in the red can lead as
it must or go on living as it wishes for
very much longer.

Our spending-driven debt crisis is
adding serious uncertainty to our econ-
omy, which is preventing businesses
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from expanding, innovating, and cre-
ating jobs. Admiral Mike Mullen, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
has rightly called our debt ‘‘the single
greatest threat to our national secu-
rity.”

If we want to bring confidence back
to our economy, jobs back to our citi-
zens and hope back to our children’s fu-
ture, we have to stop spending money
that we don’t have. It is time for the
Senate Democrats to stand up and join
this fight.

———
RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 5 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 5 p.m.

——
O 1700
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. POE of Texas) at 5 p.m.

———————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today.

EXTENDING RONALD REAGAN
CENTENNIAL COMMISSION

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1308) to amend the Ronald
Reagan Centennial Commission Act to
extend the termination date for the
Commission, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1308

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RONALD REAGAN CENTENNIAL COM-
MISSION ACT AMENDMENTS.

(a) FINAL REPORT DUE DATE.—Section 7(c)
of the Ronald Reagan Centennial Commis-
sion Act (Public Law 111-25; 36 U.S.C. 101
note prec.) is amended by striking ‘‘April 30,
2011 and inserting ‘‘November 30, 2011”°.

(b) TERMINATION.—Section 8 of the Ronald
Reagan Centennial Commission Act (Public
Law 111-25; 36 U.S.C. 101 note prec.) is
amended by striking ‘“May 30, 2011 and in-
serting ‘‘December 31, 2011°°.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. KELLY) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. KELLY. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1308 was intro-
duced by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GALLEGLY) and is a
straightforward bill to amend the Ron-
ald Reagan Centennial Commission Act
by extending the Commission’s termi-
nation date, as well as the Commis-
sion’s final report deadline.

In June 2009, President Obama signed
Public Law 111-25 to establish the Ron-
ald Reagan Centennial Commission.
The purpose of the Commission was,
and is, to plan, develop, and carry out
activities that are both fitting and
proper to honor the memory of our late
great President.

President Reagan was born on Feb-
ruary 6, 1911, and 2011 marks the 100th
anniversary of his birth. Furthermore,
the Commission was also tasked with
being a crucial resource to Federal,
State, and local government agencies
as well as private groups as they go
about planning and conducting events
to honor President Reagan.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1308 is a very sim-
ple bill that extends the life of the
Reagan Commission, and, unlike many
prior Presidential commissions, costs
the American taxpayer absolutely
nothing. Mr. Speaker, I want to be very
clear. The Reagan Commission does
not receive a single penny of taxpayer
dollars. The original bill and subse-
quent law prohibited the use of tax-
payer money from going to the Com-
mission, and this bill does not alter
that provision in any way, shape, or
form.

The Commission has and continues
to operate solely on private dona-
tions—something I'm sure Mr. Reagan,
as a careful steward of taxpayer
money, would himself have been glad
to hear.

The purpose of H.R. 1308 is to allow
the hardworking staff and members of
the Commission the opportunity to
continue to provide their expertise and
assistance as entities and groups all
over the world continue to honor Presi-
dent Reagan.

The Commission has already played a
major role in celebrations at the
Reagan Library on the President’s
birthday and has worked to establish a
yvearlong exhibit at the National Ar-
chives. Even the floor statements given
by Members in this Chamber back in
February were organized by the
Reagan Commission.

While the Commission has contrib-
uted much to events and ceremonies
over the past few months, many more
celebrations and events are planned
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throughout the rest of the year. In
fact, multiple events to honor Presi-
dent Reagan’s role in the fall of the So-
viet Union are scheduled this summer
in Europe. Here in the United States, a
Joint Meeting of Congress may take
place this fall, and numerous other
events will take place at the State and
local levels all over our country.

Mr. Speaker, the Commission is cur-
rently scheduled to terminate on May
30 of this year, and this bill simply
moves that date to December 31. In ad-
dition, H.R. 1308 moves the Commis-
sion’s final report deadline from the
30th of this month to November 30.
Changing these dates would ensure
that the Commission can help entities
and groups all over the world deliver
high-quality and fitting events to cele-
brate the life of a truly great leader
and man.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 1308, a bill to amend the Ronald
Reagan Centennial Commission Act.
The bill would extend the termination
date of the Commission by 7 months.

The Ronald Reagan Commission Act,
which became law in the last Congress,
created a Federal commission to honor
and celebrate the 100th anniversary of
the birth of Ronald Reagan. The Com-
mission is composed of Senators, Mem-
bers of Congress, and other government
officials, including the Archivist of the
United States.

Importantly, in these challenging fis-
cal times, no Federal funds may be ex-
pended by the Commission to carry out
its duties. Mr. Speaker, the Commis-
sion has been functioning for only 9
months, and there are important inter-
national and domestic events planned
for this summer and fall commemo-
rating President Reagan in which the
Commission’s participation would be
beneficial.

As such, I have no objection to the
bill before us, which extends the termi-
nation date of the Commission from
May 31, 2011, to the end of the year, and
I would urge Members to vote for this
measure.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KELLY. I thank my colleague
from Illinois. I appreciate that.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to my colleague from the
great State of California, the sponsor
of this bill and a member of this
Reagan Commission, Mr. GALLEGLY.

Mr. GALLEGLY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 1308, legislation to extend the
termination date for the Ronald
Reagan Centennial Commission.

The work of the Ronald Reagan Cen-
tennial Commission is not quite fin-
ished. That’s why this legislation is
needed to extend the commission
through December 30 of this year, al-
lowing the Commission to deliver addi-
tional events for the public.
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Extending the Commission through
the end of 2011 will allow it to accom-
plish several key goals—some includ-
ing the support of official international
events occurring the week of June 27 in
Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic,
and the United Kingdom, possibly con-
vening a joint session of Congress this
fall, coordinating a potential White
House event, organizing a Capitol Vis-
itor Center exhibit, serving as a re-
source for Federal Government centen-
nial activities, and supporting State
Reagan centennial commissions.

Extending this Commission will re-
quire, as my colleagues have said, no
Federal funding. All funds needed are
privately raised.
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In conclusion, many other centennial
commissions have operated for longer
periods with significant Federal fund-
ing. Extending the Ronald Reagan Cen-
tennial Commission will provide more
opportunities to commemorate rec-
ognition of President Reagan. I want to
thank Chairman IssA and Ranking
Member CUMMINGS, along with their
staffs, for their assistance in helping
bring this bill to the floor today.

I also want to express my apprecia-
tion to Speaker BOEHNER, Majority
Leader CANTOR, and Minority Leader
PELOSI for all their help in bringing the
bill forward today. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no additional requests for time, I
reiterate my support for this measure,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. KELLY. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to
leave this body with a simple, eloquent
quote from President Reagan. He once
said: ‘““The problem is not that people
are taxed too little. The problem is
that government spends too much.”
This week, as we consider the 2011
spending bill and move towards funding
the government for 2012, I want to urge
all Members to keep that in mind on
both sides of the aisle, because it is en-
tirely fitting and proper that we honor
his memory and his wishes as we go
forward, and truly take this on, and do
it in a bipartisan manner, and do it in
a way that reflects the American peo-
ple.

This is not about Republicans or
Democrats. This is about America and
America’s financial health as we go
forward. I am urging all Members to
please back this and support this bill.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | rise to express
my support for H.R. 1308 which extends the
due date of the final report of the Ronald
Reagan Centennial Commission from April 30,
2011, to November 30, 2011; and the final ter-
mination date of the Commission from May
30, 2011, to December 31, 2011.

The Ronald Reagan Centennial Commission
was formed to commemorate the 100th anni-
versary of President Ronald Reagan’s birth
and to celebrate the life of our Nation’s 40th
President. Earlier this year, | was appointed
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one of the new members of the 2011 Ronald
Reagan Centennial Commission by Demo-
cratic Leader NANCY PELOSI. In that capacity,
| am aware of the great events scheduled to
commemorate the life of President Reagan
past the original dates Congress set forth in
the Ronald Reagan Centennial Commission
Act. Passing H.R. 1308 today will extend the
timeline and allow for the appropriate comple-
tion of these events.

| worked with President Reagan prior to
serving in Congress when | worked in the
United States Border Patrol. During his admin-
istration, | served as Sector Chief for the
McAllen Sector in south Texas, where |
worked under one of the great leaders of the
former Immigration and Naturalization Service,
Alan Nelson, who was appointed by President
Reagan.

While most Americans remember Ronald
Reagan for his unwavering optimism, his
sense of humor, and his unique ability to con-
nect to a broad spectrum of Americans, what
| appreciated most about President Reagan
was his pragmatic approach to immigration
and border security.

President Reagan was at his best when he
shared his idealism of an America that stood
as a shining city on a hill, a beacon of hope,
and a place where people of all backgrounds
are welcomed. He reminded us of all that was
great about America—a place where people
have for generations come here in search of
a better life, often fleeing from oppression,
persecution, and deprivation.

When America was faced with a growing
wave of undocumented immigrants 25 years
ago, he proposed common sense solutions to
fixing the problem. He never demonized illegal
immigrants; he never belittled them, never
used them as a scapegoat, and never blamed
them for the Nation’s troubles. He never in-
flamed public opinion, and saw the good in
people. His former speechwriter, Peter Robin-
son, once said:

“He could picture—in his own mind’s eye,
he could picture those little ships that the pil-
grims sailed in. He could picture the difficult,
oppressive conditions under which the Chi-
nese were brought to California. He admired
people for what they had gone through to
achieve better lives for themselves and their
families in this country.”

He even felt compassion and empathy for
those who had come here illegally. At the
signing ceremony for the Immigration Reform
and Control Act of 1986, President Reagan
said:

“The legalization provisions in this act will
go far to improve the lives of a class of indi-
viduals who now must hide in the shadows,
without access to many of the benefits of a
free and open society. Very soon many of
these men and women will be able to step into
the sunlight and, ultimately, if they choose,
they may become Americans.”

While | did not agree with all of the Presi-
dent’s policies, | admired and respected the
character of his discourse on immigration, and
| believe we should all learn from his example.

As we mark this historic occasion and cele-
brate the life of President Ronald Reagan, |
hope all of us are inspired by President Rea-
gan’s ideals and the vision he had of an
America that embraced immigrants and the
compassion he showed even to those who
came here illegally.

In his farewell address to the American peo-
ple, President Reagan closed his speech by
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making reference to the ’shining city on the
hill as he so often did during his political ca-
reer. He said:

“I've spoken of the shining city all my polit-
ical life, bat | don’t know if | ever quite com-
municated what | saw when | said it. But in my
mind it was a tall, proud city built on rocks
stronger than oceans, windswept, God-
blessed, and teeming with people of all kinds
living in harmony and peace; a city with free
ports that hummed with commerce and cre-
ativity. And if there had to be city walls, the
walls had doors and the doors were open to
anyone with the will and the heart to get here.
That's how | saw it, and see it still.”

Mr. KELLY. I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KELLY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1308.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

——————

W. CRAIG BROADWATER FEDERAL
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES
COURTHOUSE

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (S. 307) to designate the Federal
Building and United States Courthouse
located at 217 West King Street, Mar-
tinsburg, West Virginia, as the “W.
Craig Broadwater Federal Building and
United States Courthouse’.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

S. 307

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The Federal building and United States
courthouse located at 217 West King Street,
Martinsburg, West Virginia, shall be known
and designated as the ‘“W. Craig Broadwater
Federal Building and United States Court-
house”.

SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the Federal building and
United States courthouse referred to in sec-
tion 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to
the “W. Craig Broadwater Federal Building
and United States Courthouse’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. CRAWFORD) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
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which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on Senate bill 307.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, Senate bill 307 would
designate the Federal building and
courthouse on West King Street in
Martinsburg, West Virginia, as the W.
Craig Broadwater Federal Building and
United States Courthouse. A House
companion bill was also introduced by
the gentlewoman from West Virginia of
the Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee, and I want to thank her
for her leadership on this issue.

Judge Broadwater was a dedicated
public servant, serving both as a Fed-
eral judge and as an assistant adjutant
general in the West Virginia Army Na-
tional Guard. He was appointed to the
Federal bench in 1996, after nearly 20
years of legal service in private prac-
tice, as a hearing examiner for the
West Virginia Workers’ Compensation
Fund and as a special prosecuting at-
torney.

He was commissioned in the TU.S.
Army in 1972 after completing the
ROTC program at West Virginia Uni-
versity. He served on active duty as a
military intelligence officer that in-
cluded a tour in Korea. In 1976, Judge
Broadwater joined the West Virginia
Army National Guard as an oper-
ational detachment executive officer
and rose through the ranks to brigadier
general and his assignment as assistant
adjutant general for installations and
homeland defense in 2002. During his
military service, he received countless
awards and decorations, including the
Defense Superior Service Medal and
the Bronze Star.

I am impressed with his clear dedica-
tion as both a military officer and as a
Federal judge. I think that it is appro-
priate for us to honor his service to our
Nation and his memory by naming this
Federal building and courthouse after
Judge Broadwater. I support passage of
this legislation and urge my colleagues
to do the same.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise in strong support of Senate bill
307 and am pleased today to speak in
support of the bill that names the Fed-
eral building located at 217 West King
Street in Martinsburg, West Virginia,
as the W. Craig Broadwater Federal
Building and United States Court-
house.

Judge W. Craig Broadwater was born
August 8, 1950, and grew up in Paden
City, West Virginia. Judge Broadwater
served as both an active district judge
in the Northern District of West Vir-
ginia and as assistant adjutant general
for installations and homeland defense
for the West Virginia National Guard.

Judge Broadwater worked as a public
servant for almost 25 years before his
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untimely death. Judge Broadwater’s
public service ran the gamut from his
time as a hearing examiner for the
West Virginia Workers’ Compensation
Fund, two terms as special prosecuting
attorney in Ohio County, West Vir-
ginia, and as a circuit judge in West
Virginia.

In 1996, President Clinton appointed
Judge Broadwater to become a TU.S.
District judge in the Northern District
of West Virginia. During his nearly 10
years on the Federal bench, Judge
Broadwater was well respected as a
smart, fair, and hardworking member
of the judiciary.

Judge Broadwater’s service in the
military was just as impressive as his
service to the judiciary. After serving
as a member of the elite Green Beret
division of the U.S. Army during the
latter stages of the Vietnam war,
Judge Broadwater joined the National
Guard in 1976, where he served continu-
ously until his death.

Not one to sit idly by when there was
work to be done, Judge Broadwater was
recently deployed overseas in 2005 to
support U.S. military operations in
Iraq, as well as several other overseas
missions in support of U.S. combat op-
erations. During his deployment to the
Horn of Africa, he oversaw the admin-
istration of personnel records issues for
Reservists and Guardsmen in addition
to oversight of the renovation of
schools and medical clinics and the ad-
ministration of veterinary and civil
programs.

Judge Broadwater also was just as
active in his local West Virginia com-
munity, where he was instrumental in
establishing the Veterans Center in
Ohio County, where he served on the
facility’s advisory board. He also
served on various boards and commis-
sions in the legal community.

Judge Craig Broadwater died on De-
cember 18, 2006, at the age of 56 from
cancer, and he was laid to rest with full
military honors. This designation is a
fitting  tribute to Judge Craig
Broadwater, and I support the passage
of S. 307, which honors his service to
our country. I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting this legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from West Virginia (Mrs. CAPITO).

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank my colleagues for bring-
ing this forward and for their very
strong support of this measure.

I too rise today in support of S. 307,
which will rename the Federal court-
house and the Federal building at 217
West King Street in Martinsburg, West
Virginia for W. Craig Broadwater, as it
will be designated as the W. Craig
Broadwater Federal Building and
United States Courthouse.

Martinsburg is in the eastern pan-
handle of West Virginia, very close
here to Washington, D.C. It’s also part
of my district. Judge Broadwater was
one of my constituents. I learned more
from Judge Broadwater than he ever
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learned from me, I can tell you that.
He was a very kind, supportive, gentle
person, but also a very fair-minded and
humble public servant.

As we’ve heard, and I am going to re-
peat it, he served with distinction and
honor to this country for over 40 years,
first as an Army lieutenant, later as a
Federal court judge, and a brigadier
general for the West Virginia National
Guard.
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I know he was deployed the year be-
fore he passed away very suddenly. He
came to West Virginia, where he at-
tended West Virginia University in
1972, and he entered ROTC. It obviously
made a large impression on his life, as
he stayed not only for 2 years as a mili-
tary officer, intelligence officer, but
also retained his dedicated service to
our country through the military
throughout his life.

He graduated from West Virginia
University in 1977, went into private
practice as a practicing attorney until
1983. He then became the circuit judge
of the First Judicial Circuit in West
Virginia and served in that capacity
from 1983 to 1996, where he then was ap-
pointed, as my colleague from Florida
said, by President Clinton on January
26, 1996, where he served until he passed
away December 18, 2006.

He was a lieutenant in the U.S. Army
for 2 years. He joined the Army Na-
tional Guard in 1976 as an operational
detachment executive officer and, as I
said, remained in the Guard the rest of
his life.

He was deployed several times. He
was deployed as a battalion com-
mander from 1994 to 1996, where he led
the battalion for service in Haiti dur-
ing Operation Uphold Democracy. He
became a brigadier general during Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom, and was mobi-
lized in 2003 and in 2005 at the Horn of
Africa.

After serving, he was then sent to
Djibouti, where he served as the deputy
commanding officer. But what I would
like to talk about are the several times
that I actually got to meet and talk
and get to know Craig Broadwater. He
was very young when he was stricken
quickly and taken from us and his fam-
ily. He is missed, I know, every day in
their hearts and certainly in the hearts
of the eastern part of West Virginia.

Being a Federal judge is, I think, not
only an awesome responsibility, it
takes a special kind of person to do it
well, and Judge Broadwater did it well.
He was, as I said, kind, soft-spoken,
considerate, a great listener and very
respectful of all individuals, whether
you would be talking to the Governor
or whether you would be talking to the
person who is helping you keep your
building in order during the evenings.
He loved his family, his State and his
country.

I know that by naming this court-
house and this Federal building for
Judge W. Craig Broadwater, that those
who serve in that building and in that
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courthouse will have an inspiration as
they walk in. As they enter and see his
name on the front of the building, they
are going to realize that sacrifice of
yourself and of your family is some-
times what’s important in service to
your country, to your State, to the
law. He did this uncomplainingly, with
great humor, and deep respect for our
country, our laws of fairness and jus-
tice.

I think for those folks, whether you
are going in as a person who is a judge
or an attorney or somebody who is
seeking representation, when you enter
the building that’s named for Judge
Broadwater, you are going to feel like
you are going into a building that’s
dedicated to the fairness and upholding
the highest standards that he, himself,
upheld during his life. We miss him to
this day, and I think this is a fitting
tribute.

I want to thank Senator ROCKE-
FELLER for joining together, the two of
us, to put this forward. I look forward
to the day when we can attach onto
that Federal building in honor of Judge
Broadwater the ‘“W. Craig Broadwater
Federal Building and United States
Courthouse.”

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
CRAWFORD) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, S. 307.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

————

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 25 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 6:30 p.m.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. POE of Texas) at 6 o’clock
and 30 minutes p.m.

PROVIDING FOR THE APPOINT-
MENT OF STEPHEN M. CASE AS
A CITIZEN REGENT OF THE
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
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consent that the Committee on House
Administration be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of Senate Joint Res-
olution 8 and ask for its immediate
consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

The text of the joint resolution is as
follows:

S.J. RES. 8

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes (20
U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on the Board of Re-
gents of the Smithsonian Institution, in the
class other than Members of Congress, occur-
ring by reason of the resignation of Phillip
Frost of Florida is filled by the appointment
of Stephen M. Case of Virginia. The appoint-
ment is for a term of 6 years, effective on the
date of enactment of this joint resolution.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, |
urge passage of Senate Joint Resolution 8, to
appoint Stephen M. Case to a six year term
as a citizen regent of the Smithsonian. This
action would fill an existing vacancy and bring
the Board of Regents back up to full strength.

Mr. Case, a prominent philanthropist and
entrepreneur in business, is exceptionally well-
qualified for this position. He is a pioneer in in-
novative technology and communications and
is probably best known as the founder of
America Online, and later chairman AOL/Time
Warner. The Smithsonian needs a continuing
influx of innovative leaders to the Board to
maintain its unique position as a leader in sci-
entific research and educational endeavors.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

———

ELECTING MEMBERS TO THE
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING
AND THE JOINT COMMITTEE OF
CONGRESS ON THE LIBRARY

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on House
Administration be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of House Resolution
197 and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 197

Resolved,

SECTION 1. ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO JOINT
COMMITTEE ON PRINTING AND
JOINT COMMITTEE OF CONGRESS
ON THE LIBRARY.

(a) JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING.—The
following Members are hereby elected to the
Joint Committee on Printing, to serve with
the chair of the Committee on House Admin-
istration:

(1) Mr. Harper.

(2) Mr. Schock.
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(3) Mr. Brady of Pennsylvania.

(4) Mr. Gonzalez.

(b) JOINT COMMITTEE OF CONGRESS ON THE
LIBRARY.—The following Members are here-
by elected to the Joint Committee of Con-
gress on the Library, to serve with the chair
of the Committee on House Administration
and the chair of the Subcommittee on the
Legislative Branch of the Committee on Ap-
propriations:

(1) Mr. Harper.

(2) Mr. Brady of Pennsylvania.

(3) Ms. Zoe Lofgren of California.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

PERMITTING THE USE OF THE RO-
TUNDA OF THE CAPITOL FOR A
CEREMONY AS PART OF THE
COMMEMORATION OF THE DAYS
OF REMEMBRANCE OF VICTIMS
OF THE HOLOCAUST

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on House
Administration be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of House Concurrent
Resolution 33 and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Re-
serving the right to object, and I will
not object, I would just like to com-
mend the gentleman for bringing this
measure and how important it is that
the Holocaust be remembered right
here in the heart of our Capitol.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 33

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the

Senate concurring),

SECTION 1. USE OF ROTUNDA FOR HOLOCAUST
DAYS OF REMEMBRANCE CERE-
MONY.

The rotunda of the Capitol is authorized to
be used on May 17, 2011, for a ceremony as
part of the commemoration of the days of re-
membrance of victims of the Holocaust.
Physical preparations for the ceremony shall
be carried out in accordance with such condi-
tions as the Architect of the Capitol may
prescribe.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, |
urge passage of House Concurrent Resolution
33, to allow the Capitol Rotunda to be used on
May 17 for the purpose of the annual com-
memoration of the Holocaust.

This year’'s theme is “Justice and Account-
ability in the Face of Genocide: What Have
We Learned?” It is important that as we reflect
on one most notable tragedies in human his-
tory, we honor the memory of those who died
so senselessly by not forgetting that there can
be no tolerance for prejudice, oppression and
hatred and pledge anew to stop those seeds
of oppression from leading to atrocities like
genocide.
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The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members have 5 legis-
lative days in which to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous materials on S.J. Res. 8, H. Res.
197, and H. Con. Res. 33.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 1308, by the yeas and nays;

S. 307 by the yeas and nays;

Approval of the Journal, by the yeas
and nays.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes.

———

EXTENDING RONALD REAGAN
CENTENNIAL COMMISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1308) to amend the Ronald
Reagan Centennial Commission Act to
extend the termination date for the
Commission, and for other purposes, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KELLY) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 394, nays 18,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 254]

YEAS—394
Ackerman Berkley Brown (FL)
Adams Berman Buchanan
Aderholt Biggert Bucshon
AKkin Bilbray Buerkle
Alexander Bilirakis Burgess
Altmire Bishop (GA) Butterfield
Andrews Bishop (NY) Calvert
Austria Bishop (UT) Camp
Baca Black Campbell
Bachmann Blackburn Canseco
Bachus Blumenauer Cantor
Baldwin Bonner Capito
Barletta Bono Mack Capps
Barrow Boren Capuano
Bartlett Boswell Cardoza
Barton (TX) Boustany Carnahan
Bass (CA) Brady (PA) Carney
Bass (NH) Brady (TX) Carson (IN)
Becerra Braley (IA) Carter
Benishek Brooks Cassidy
Berg Broun (GA) Castor (FL)

Chabot
Chaffetz
Chandler
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke (MI)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coble
Coffman (CO)
Cole
Conaway
Connolly (VA)
Conyers
Costa
Costello
Courtney
Cravaack
Crawford
Crenshaw
Critz
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis (IL)
Davis (KY)
DeGette
DeLauro
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Donnelly (IN)
Dreier
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellmers
Emerson
Eshoo
Farenthold
Farr

Fattah
Filner
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Flake
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Frank (MA)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gallegly
Garamendi
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guinta
Guthrie

Hall
Hanabusa
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Heck
Heinrich
Heller

Hensarling
Herger
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hirono
Holden
Holt
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurt
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Jackson (IL)
Jackson Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly
Kildee
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kissell
Kline
Kucinich
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Landry
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Latta
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren, Zoe
Long
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan
Lummis
Lungren, Daniel
E.
Lynch
Mack
Manzullo
Marchant
Marino
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
McClintock
McCollum
McCotter
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meehan
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller (NC)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Mulvaney
Murphy (CT)
Murphy (PA)
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Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson

Olver
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Pence
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pitts

Platts

Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quayle
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Rehberg
Renacci
Reyes
Ribble
Richardson
Richmond
Rigell
Rivera
Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross (AR)
Ross (FL)
Rothman (NJ)
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schilling
Schmidt
Schock
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (SC)
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stearns
Stivers
Stutzman
Sullivan
Sutton
Terry
Thompson (CA)
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Thompson (MS) Walberg Whitfield
Thompson (PA) Walden Wilson (FL)
Thornberry Walsh (IL) Wilson (SC)
Tiberi Walz (MN) Wittman
Tipton Wasserman Wolf
Tonko Schultz Womack
Towns Waters Woodall
Tsongas Watt Wu
Turner Waxman Yarmuth
Upton Webster
Yoder
Van Hollen Welch ¥ AK
Velazquez West oung (AK)
Visclosky Westmoreland Young (IN)
NAYS—18
Amash Johnson (GA) Schrader
Clarke (NY) Lee (CA) Stark
Cohen McDermott Tierney
Cooper Nadler Weiner
DeFazio Paul Woolsey
Ellison Sanchez, Linda
Honda T.
NOT VOTING—20
Burton (IN) Hanna Rohrabacher
Culberson Hunter Ruppersberger
Dold Johnson (IL) Rush
Doyle Maloney Sanchez, Loretta
Engel Meeks Shuler
Giffords Moran Young (FL)
Gutierrez Reichert
[ 1856

Ms. McCOLLUM and Ms. CHU

changed their vote from ‘‘nay” to

“‘yea.”’

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

W. CRAIG BROADWATER FEDERAL
BUILDING AND UNITED STATES
COURTHOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (S. 307) to designate the Federal
building and United States courthouse
located at 217 West King Street, Mar-
tinsburg, West Virginia, as the “W.
Craig Broadwater Federal Building and
United States Courthouse,” on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
CRAWFORD) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 3,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 20, as
follows:

[Roll No. 255]

YEAS—408
Ackerman Barton (TX) Bonner
Adams Bass (CA) Bono Mack
Aderholt Bass (NH) Boren
Akin Becerra Boswell
Alexander Benishek Boustany
Altmire Berg Brady (PA)
Amash Berkley Brady (TX)
Andrews Berman Braley (IA)
Austria Biggert Brooks
Baca Bilbray Brown (FL)
Bachmann Bilirakis Buchanan
Bachus Bishop (GA) Bucshon
Baldwin Bishop (NY) Buerkle
Barletta Black Burgess
Barrow Blackburn Butterfield
Bartlett Blumenauer Calvert
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Camp Graves (MO) McCollum Scott (VA) Sullivan Wasserman Cleaver Johnson (GA) Rangel
Campbell Green, Al McCotter Scott, Austin Sutton Schultz Clyburn Johnson, E. B. Rehberg
Canseco Green, Gene McDermott Scott, David Terry Waters Coble Johnson, Sam Reyes
Cantor Griffin (AR) McGovern Sensenbrenner Thompson (CA) Watt Coffman (CO) Jones Ribble
Capito Griffith (VA) McHenry Serrano Thompson (MS) Waxman Cohen Jordan Richardson
Capps Grimm MclIntyre Sessions Thompson (PA)  Webster Cole Kaptur Richmond
Capuano Guinta McKeon Sewell Thornberry Weiner Conaway Kelly Rigell
Cardoza Guthrie McKinley Sherman Tiberi Welch Connolly (VA) Kildee Rivera
Carnahan Hall McMorris Shimkus Tierney West Conyers Kind Roby
Carney Hanabusa Rodgers Shuster Tipton Westmoreland Cooper King (IA) Roe (TN)
Carson (IN) Harper McNerney Simpson Tonko Whitfield Costa King (NY) Rogers (AL)
Carter Hartzler Meehan Sires Towns Wilson (FL) Costello Kingston Rogers (KY)
Cassidy Hastings (FL) Mica Slaughter Tsongas Wilson (SC) Crawford Kissell Rogers (MI)
Castor (FL) Hastings (WA) Michaud Smith (NE) T g Wittman Crenshaw Kline Rokita
Chabot Hayworth Miller (FL) Smith (NJ) Uultmer Wolf Critz Labrador Ros-Lehtinen
Chaffetz Heck Miller (MI) Smith (TX) pton Womack Crowley Lamborn Rosk

) - : Smith (WA Van Hollen Woodall ; oskam
Chandler Heinrich Miller (NC) mith (WA) ! ooda Cummings Lance Ross (AR)

X Southerland Velazquez Wool, i i 088

Chu Heller Miller, Gary therlan € oolsey Davis (CA) Langevin Ross (FL)
Cicilline Hensarling Miller, George Speier Visclosky Wwu Davis (IL) Lankford Rothman (NJ)
Clarke (MI) Herger Moore Stark Walberg Yarmuth Davis (KY) Larsen (WA) Roybal-Allard
Clarke (NY) Herrera Beutler  Mulvaney Stgarns Walden Yoder DeGette Larson (CT) Royce
Clay Higgins Murphy (CT) Stivers Walsh (IL) Young (AK) DeLauro Latham Runyan
Cleaver Himes Murphy (PA) Stutzman Walz (MN) Young (IN) Denham LaTourette R ag WD)
Clyburn Hinchey Myrick NAYS_3 DesJarlais Latta Soice
Coble Hinojosa Nadler Deutch Levin Schiff
Coffman (CO Hirono Napolitano Broun (GA) Harris Schrader Diaz-Balart Lewis (CA) o

(CO) D X o X Schilling
Cohen Holden Neal I I Dicks Lipinski i
Cole Holt Neugebauer ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1 Dingell Loebsack Schmidt
Conaway Honda Noem Rigell gogﬁfett iofgren, Zoe 22£§:§i§
Connolly (VA H N oyle ong :

onnolly (VA) oyer ugent NOT VOTING—20 Dreier Lowey Schweikert

Conyers Huelskamp Nunes Scott (SC)
Cooper Huizenga (MI) Nunnelee Bishop (UT) Gutierrez Rohrabacher Duncan (SC) Lucas Scott (VA)
Costa Hultgren Olson Burton (IN) Hanna Ruppersberger Duncan (TN) Lu{apkemeyer Soott, Austin
Costello Hurt Olver Culberson Hunter Rush Edwards Lujan Seott. Du i
Courtney Inslee Owens Dold Johnson (IL) Sanchez, Loretta Ellison Lummis . Sco ! bav
Cravaack Israel Palazzo Engel Meeks Shuler Ellmers Lungren, Daniel Se:nsen renner
Crawford Issa Pallone Giffords Moran Young (FL) Emerson E. Serrlano
Crenshaw Jackson (IL) Pascrell Grijalva Reichert Eshoo Lynch essions

N Farenthold Mack Sewell
Critz Jackson Lee Pastor (AZ)

Crowley (TX) Paul ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE Fattah Maloney Sherman
Cuellar Jenkins Paulsen The SPEAKER pro tempore (during g‘;ksihmann ﬁzgﬁ‘;lo gﬁlmtkus
guﬂ}m(igii joﬁﬂson Egﬁ; gayne the vote). There are 2 minutes left on  wleming Markey SHE;SZ;
avis ohnson earce :
Davis (IL) Johnson, E. B. Pelosi this vote. Flores Mathe'son Slanhtef
Davis (KY) Johnson, Sam Pence Forbes Matsui Smith (NE)
) : J 1904 Fortenberry McCarthy (CA) Smith (NJ)
DeFazio Jones Perlmutter Frank (MA) McCarthy (NY) Smith (TX
DeGette Jordan Peters So (two-thirds being in the affirma- pranks (A7) McCaul Sm} h ¢ A)
DeLauro Kaptur Peterson ; : : mith (WA)
h ) tive) the rules were suspended and the Frelinghuysen McClintock Southerland
Denham Keating Petri . Gallegl McColl
Dent Kelly Pingree (ME) bill was passed. sy chollum Speier
. N . Garamendi McHenry Stark
DesJarlais Kildee Pitts The result of the vote was announced g, et Mclntyre S ar
Deutch Kind ) géaetf; o as above recorded. Gibbs McKeon Soearms

. e . A motion to reconsider was laid on Gonzalez McMorris Stutzman
Dicks King (NY) Polis Goodlatte Rodgers utzma;
Dingell Kingston Pompeo the table. Gosar McNerney Sullivan
Doggett Kinzinger (IL) Posey Thompson (PA)

—— Gowdy Meehan

Donnelly (IN) Kissell Price (GA) Granger Mica Thornberry
Doyle Kline Price (NC) Graves (GA Michaud Tierney
Dreier Kucinich Quayle THE JOURNAL Grzzn 1(31 ) M;fleiu(FL) Tonko
Bﬂflfé’an 0 Ez‘rﬁgfg g:ﬁlﬁy The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- Green, Gene Miller (MI) %‘SJ(‘:’HHS

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin- Griffin (AR) Miller (NC) aas
Duncan (TN) Lance Rangel , N . N Griffith (VA) Miller, Gary Turner
Edwards Landry Reed ished business is the question on agree- [ ..~ Miller, George Upton
Ellison Langevin Rehberg ing to the Speaker’s approval of the guthrie Mulva}ley Van Hollen
Bllmers Lankford Renacoi Journal, on which the yeas and nays Hall Murphy (CT) Velazquez
Emerson Larsen (WA) Reyes d d Hanabusa Murphy (PA) Walberg
Eshoo Larson (CT) Ribble were ordere T . Harper Myrick Walden
Farenthold Latham Richardson The question is on the Speaker’s ap- i zler Nadler Walsh (IL)
gzgah Eiat;ufette gicggond proval of the Journal. Hastings (FL) Neal Walz (MN)

é Y This is a 5-minute vote. Hastings (WA) ~ Noem Wasserman
Filner Lee (CA) Roby . Hayworth Nunnelee Schultz
Fincher Levin Roe (TN) The vote was taken by electronic de- & "o~ Olson Waters
Fitzpatrick Lewis (CA) Rogers (AL) vice, and there were—yeas 325, nays 79, Hensarling Owens Watt
Flake Lewis (GA) Rogers (KY) answered ‘‘present’” 2, not voting 26, as Herger Palazzo Waxman
Fleischmann Lipinski Rogers (MI) foll . Higgins Paul Webster
Fleming LoBiondo Rokita Ollows: Hinojosa Paulsen Welch
Flores Loebsack Rooney ) [Roll No. 256] Hirono Payne West
Forbes Lofgren, Zoe Ros-Lehtinen YEAS— 325 Holden Pearce Westmoreland
Fortenberry Long Roskam . ) Holt Pelosi Whitfield
g?xxk MA Lowey Ross (AR) Ackerman B}hrakls Camp Hoyer Pence Wilson (FL)

rank (MA) Lucas Ross (FL) Adams B}shop (GA) Campbell Huelskamp Petri Wilson (SC)
Fran'ks (AZ) Lugpkemeyer Rothman (NJ) Adgrholt Bishop (UT) Canseco Huizenga (MI) Pingree (ME) Wittman
Frelinghuysen Lujan Roybal-Allard AKin Black Cantor Hultgren Platts Wolf
Fudge Lummis Royce Alexander Blackburn Capito Hurt Polis Womack
Gallegly Lungren, Daniel Runyan Austria Bonner Capps Inslee Pompeo Woodall
Garamendi E. Ryan (OH) Baca Bono Mack Cardoza Israel Posey Woolsey
Gardner Lynch Ryan (WI) Bachmann Boren Carnahan Issa Price (GA) Yarmuth
Garrett Mack Sanchez, Linda Bachus Boswell Carney Jackson (IL) Quayle Yoder
Gerlach Maloney T. Barletta Boustany Carson (IN) Jenkins Quigley Young (IN)
Gibbs Manzullo Sarbanes Barrow Brady (TX) Carter °
Gibson Marchant Scalise Bartlett Braley (IA) Cassidy NAYS-—79
Gingrey (GA) Marino Schakowsky Barton (TX) Brooks Castor (FL)

Gohmert Markey Schiff Bass (NH) Broun (GA) Chabot Altmire Burgess Dent
Gonzalez Matheson Schilling Becerra Brown (FL) Chaffetz Andrews Capuano Donnelly (IN)
Goodlatte Matsui Schmidt Benishek Buchanan Chandler Baldwin Chu Duffy

Gosar McCarthy (CA) Schock Berg Bucshon Cicilline Bass (CA) Courtney Farr

Gowdy McCarthy (NY) Schwartz Berkley Buerkle Clarke (MI) Bilbray Cravaack Filner
Granger McCaul Schweikert Berman Butterfield Clarke (NY) Bishop (NY) Cuellar Fincher

Graves (GA) McClintock Scott (SC) Biggert, Calvert Clay Brady (PA) DeFazio Fitzpatrick
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Foxx Lee (CA) Reed
Fudge Lewis (GA) Renacci
Gardner LoBiondo Rooney
Gerlach Marchant Ryan (OH)
Gibson McCotter Sanchez, Linda
Graves (MO) McGovern T.
Grimm McKinley Sarbanes
Harris Moore Schakowsky
Heck Napolitano Schock
Heller Nugent Sires
Herrera Beutler Olver Sutton
Himes Pallone Terry
Hinchey Pascrell Thompson (CA)
Honda Pastor (AZ) Thompson (MS)
Jackson Lee Perlmutter Tiberi

(TX) Peters Tipton
Johnson (OH) Peterson Visclosky
Kinzinger (IL) Poe (TX) Weiner
Kucinich Price (NC) Wu
Landry Rahall Young (AK)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—2
Amash Gohmert
NOT VOTING—26

Blumenauer Hanna Pitts
Burton (IN) Hunter Reichert
Culberson Johnson (IL) Rohrabacher
Dold Keating Ruppersberger
Engel McDermott Rush
Giffords Meeks Sanchez, Loretta
Gingrey (GA) Moran Shuler
gruglva Neugebauer Young (FL)

utierrez Nunes

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes left on
this vote.

0 1910

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

———

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably absent for votes. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yes” on rollcall votes 254
and 255. | would have voted “no” on rollcall
vote 256.

———

IT IS TIME FOR THE CFTC TO ACT

(Mr. COURTNEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday the investment firm Goldman
Sachs came out with an amazing state-
ment, which is that $27 per barrel of oil
today is the result of excessive specula-
tion; it has no connection to supply
and demand. What that means is a mo-
torist in the State of Connecticut who
is now paying $4 a gallon for gas should
be paying only $3 a gallon; but all the
speculation which oil delivery guys and
gas station owners have been scream-
ing about for the last 3 months is the
factor that is driving up the price of
gas.

Last year, the commodities trading
commission in the Dodd-Frank Wall
Street Reform bill was given the au-
thority to limit the amount of outside
speculator participation in energy fu-
tures trading markets. They have not
implemented those rules. It is time for
them to act. It is time for the CFTC to
issue these new rules and to protect
America’s consumers and small busi-
nesses.
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U.S. COMMODITY FUTURES
TRADING COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, March 25, 2011.
Hon. JOE COURTNEY,
House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN COURTNEY: Thank you
for writing to the CFTC regarding specula-
tion. The agency considers most letters from
Capitol Hill as ‘‘comment’’ letters on regula-
tions being promulgated. I, however, wanted
to take a moment to respond to your letter.

On Wednesday, oil prices reached nearly
$106 per barrel—up 29 percent this year. Not
since 2008, when many of us raised concerns
about excessive speculation, have prices been
so high. This comes at a time when a fairly
high supply of oil and stable demand exists.
Obviously there are myriad factors impact-
ing prices: the Middle East, Japan and crude
transportation issues, to name a few. At the
same time, however, we have speculators
coming into energy markets at blistering
pace. In fact, the latest data indicates that
in the energy sector, speculative positions
are at an all-time high—up 64 percent from
June of 2008 when crude oil prices touched
$147.27 per barrel.

I'm not suggesting that speculation is bad.
In fact we need speculation and there is
ample evidence (in addition to common
sense) that speculation can decrease vola-
tility. On the other hand, speculation can be-
come excessive. In these instances, as we
may be seeing now and as I believe we saw in
2008 and even for some period in 2009, that ex-
cessive speculation can impact prices. I'm
not suggesting that speculators are driving
prices or that they are the cruise control on
prices. I do think, however, that they tap the
gas pedal at times.

I didn’t come to this conclusion lightly and
continue to cite many studies, paper and
quotes that make this same connection be-
tween speculation and prices (not just in the
energy complex, but also in agricultural
commodities and metals).

As you know, Congress enhanced the
CFTC’s ability to address excessive specula-
tion as part of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection Act. Spe-
cifically, the Act mandates that the agency
implement speculative position limits in the
energy sector within 180 days. Obviously,
that deadline has long since passed, which is
unfortunate to say the least. I had urged the
agency to implement limits on time.

We heard three primary arguments against
implementation within the required imple-
mentation time period, that is, by mid-Janu-
ary, 2011.

First, some have suggested that when the
statute says the Commission shall imple-
ment ‘‘appropriate’” speculative position
limits, that the word ‘‘appropriate’ could
mean that no limits whatsoever could be
‘“‘appropriate.” As many Members have said,
this provision of the statute should not be
interpreted with such elasticity as to mean
no limits whatsoever. The reason Congress
gave us the expedited implementation date
was precisely because Congress wanted the
agency to implement speculative position
limits.

The second argument against imple-
menting limits on time was that if we were
to do so, there would be market migration.
In essence, the suggestion is that if the
CFTC set very restrictive position limits,
traders would simply trade in other venues.
First, there is the suggestion that the trad-
ing will migrate to currently unregulated
over-the-counter (OTC) markets. These mar-
kets will, however, within months not years,
be regulated by the agency. The other sug-
gestion is that the trading will migrate to
foreign boards of trades. Both of these sug-
gestions are based on the dubious premise
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that limits the agency establishes would be
overly restrictive. There is nothing that re-
quires us to set a certain position limit level,
and, in fact, I have always said that we
should err on the high side at first—precisely
to avoid any negative consequences—and re-
calibrate as we move forward and know more
about the markets.

The third argument against implementing
limits on time was that the agency doesn’t
have the data to set reasonable, or appro-
priate, position limits. This is the only argu-
ment of the three that has limited merit. We
do not yet have, and will not have for a few
more months (September at the earliest)
some of the OTC trading data that would fa-
cilitate setting position limits. Those who
don’t support position implementation now
use that argument to say no limits should be
in place whatsoever. Congress required that
we have several limits: spot month, all
month and aggregate month limits for cur-
rently regulated exchanges. The law also re-
quires that we have those same three limits
for OTC trading (spot, all month and aggre-
gate limits). Those who oppose limits now
don’t agree that we could have already im-
posed spot month limits on all contracts (in-
cluding OTC trades) using the available
physical supply of the commodity. We could
have done those in January, we can do them
now. Similarly, we could have, should have
and can now implement limits for all months
and aggregate limits for currently-regulated
exchanges. Finally, if there was a desire, I
believe we could have developed an appro-
priate formula to impose limits on OTC trad-
ing for the very largest traders who also use
the currently-regulated exchanges. This
limit would have also had to err on the high
side.

On summary, the agency could have imple-
mented a speculative position limits regime
in January. We can still do them now. I will
continue to urge that we do so.

Thank you again for your letter. If I can
ever be of assistance on this, or any other
matter, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
BART CHILTON,
Commissioner.

———

RECOGNIZING NORTH DAKOTA
VOLUNTEERS

(Mr. BERG asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERG. Yesterday, I had the op-
portunity to tour overland flood sites
in North Dakota. River levels hit
record highs, and thousands of North
Dakotans volunteered their time and
energy to save homes and lives. So
today, I would like to recognize the
thousands of high school students that
helped fill and stack sandbags that pro-
tected property and lives. Together,
they helped Cass County residents pro-
tect their homes as the river rose.
Without the help of these young volun-
teers, many North Dakotans would
have been left unprepared for the over-
land flooding that affected our State.

These students are students that care
about their communities. Their dedica-
tion exemplifies the spirit that we see
in North Dakota and the next genera-
tion of leaders. I am pleased that their
efforts to protect our communities
worked, and I would like to recognize
them today.
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A GOVERNMENT THAT WORKS

(Mr. BOSWELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to continue a discussion started
by a good friend and former Iowa Con-
gressman, Berkley Bedell, in yester-
day’s Des Moines Register, page 9A.

In Congressman Bedell’s column ti-
tled, “Those Who Own America Should
Help Pay for Government,” Congress-
man Bedell argues that Congress’s
budget focus on cutting costs instead
of generating revenue is fundamentally
skewed and not good business.

He writes, ‘“‘Show me a company that
ignores revenue and focuses on cutting
costs, and I will show you a firm that
is headed for failure. Show me a gov-
ernment that ignores revenue and fo-
cuses on cutting costs, and I will show
you a government that is a failure.”

Congressman Bedell writes that cor-
porations and the richest Americans
need to properly contribute to the gov-
ernment through taxes that are rel-
evant to their wealth. For me, this
means eliminating billions a year in
subsidies to multibillion-dollar oil and
gas companies; it means ending mort-
gage deductions for vacation homes
and yachts that cost taxpayers billions
a year in lost revenue; it means ending
the Bush-era tax cuts for the wealthi-
est 2 percent to increase our revenue
by more than $40 billion a year.

Americans deserve a government
that works, and blindly cutting costs
and services doesn’t accomplish that.
[From the Des Moines Register, Apr. 12, 2011]

GUEST OPINION: THOSE WHO OWN AMERICA

SHOULD HELP PAY FOR GOVERNMENT
(By: Berkley Bedell)

I started a fishing tackle manufacturing
business, Berkley and Co., with $50 saved
from my newspaper route when I was 15
years old.

From the beginning, my main focus was on
sales and revenue.

The business was successful.

In my 50s, I ran for Congress. I won and ap-
pointed a person to run the company. He fo-
cused on cutting costs rather than building
revenue and the business was soon headed for
bankruptcy.

My son, Tom, came back to Iowa to run
the company. He focused on marketing and
research to build revenue, and when he sold
the company a few years ago, it was by far
the largest most successful fishing tackle
manufacturing company in the nation.

Show me a company that ignores revenue
and focuses on cutting costs, and I will show
you a firm that is headed for failure. Show
me a government that ignores revenue and
focuses on cutting costs, and I will show you
a government that is a failure.

Today that is exactly what we have in our
state and federal governments.

Like most people and most corporations, I
would prefer not to have to pay taxes. I am
now 90 years old. I lived during the middle of
the 1900s when our top income tax rate var-
ied between 70 and 91 percent—more than
double that of today. I saw what we can do
when we properly tax ourselves to build a
better nation.

Today the top 1 percent of households have
over 38 percent of all privately held stock, 60
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percent of financial securities and 62 percent
of business equity. The top 10 percent own 80
percent to 90 percent of stocks, bonds, trust
funds and business equities, and over 75 per-
cent of non-home real estate. Since financial
health is what counts as far as control of in-
come-producing assets, we can say that just
10 percent of the people own the United
States of America.

My wife and I are part of that 10 percent.
We are heroes in our hometown, just as Bill
Gates and Warren Buffett are national he-
roes.

Like them, we are not bad people, we want
to be good people and contribute so we have
formed a foundation for alternative medicine
(FAIM.org) to try to do good with our
money.

But our government is all screwed up. In-
stead of using everyone’s wealth to build a
better society as we did in the 1950s, we are
cutting taxes to the rich and corporate
America while we cut back on services and
jobs for the masses. You do not create jobs
by firing teachers and lowering wages.

People are starting to rise up in Wisconsin,
Ohio and other states. They are correct to be
disturbed and to protest. I hope they will
keep it up. I hope they realize the basic prob-
lem. It is, revenue matters!

Until we properly tax corporate America
and those of us who can afford it, and use
those revenues to put our people back to
work, clean up the environment, replace fos-
sil fuels, reduce the deficit and bring back
the prosperity we had in the middle of the
last century, I believe we all need to join
those protesters.

Having served in Congress, I have seen how
political contributions from the wealthy,
and now corporations, control our govern-
ment. It is time for the people—all of us—to
do as did the people of Egypt and join the
street marches to demand that our govern-
ment bring back the time we had in my
youth, when we worked together, rich and
poor, to contribute the tax revenue needed to
build a nation that was the envy of the
world.

——————
SHUTTLE SNUB

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. POE of Texas. ‘“‘Houston, we have
a problem.” These were the words from
space when Apollo 13 was in trouble.
The NASA folks in Houston, Texas,
helped bring Apollo 13 back to Earth
safely.

Now, Houston, we have another prob-
lem, because for obvious political rea-
sons none of the four shuttles are going
to be retired at Space Center USA—
Houston, Texas—the home of NASA,
the Johnson Space Center, and the
home of the astronauts.

For nearly 50 years, Houston, Texas,
has been the center of world space ex-
ploration. Why the apparent shuttle
snub to Houston and to history? Well,
it’s blatantly political. Texas is a red
State, and the four winners of the shut-
tles—one of which has nothing to do
with NASA—all are States that voted
for the President.

When the U.S. won its race to the
Moon in 1969, the first word on the
Moon was ‘‘Houston,” not ‘“‘New York
City.” Now it should be said, ‘“‘Houston,
the shuttles have landed, but only in
the blue States that voted for the
President.”
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This ought not to be, but that’s just
the way it is.

HONORING SERGEANT ROBERT
TREADWAY

(Mr. LUJAN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 3

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, 1 rise
today to honor U.S. Marine Sergeant
Robert Treadway, who gave the ulti-
mate sacrifice in service to our Nation.

Sergeant Treadway was killed in a
plane crash in 1976 while on active
duty; however, it wasn’t until earlier
this week, nearly 35 years later, that
Sergeant Treadway received the memo-
rial service befitting all of our fallen
heroes. On Monday, a memorial service
was held for Sergeant Treadway at the
Sante Fe National Cemetery, helping
bring closure to his mother, Theresa
Treadway.

For nearly two decades, Mrs.
Treadway tried several times to ar-
range for the memorial service that
Sergeant Treadway had earned. Her un-
wavering dedication to her son brought
her to my office. I was honored to have
the opportunity to help Mrs. Treadway
pay tribute to her son, a marine to his
core.

The men and women who serve our
country in the armed services sacrifice
a tremendous amount, but so do their
loved ones they leave behind while
they protect and serve our great Na-
tion. This is why I was honored to be
able to help Mrs. Treadway finally give
her son a memorial that is befitting of
his sacrifice and honors his memory.

To Sergeant Treadway and his moth-
er, thank you for being examples of the
American spirit at its finest.

———
THE BUDGET

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the
spending debate in Washington boils
down to a couple of fundamentals: We
spend 23 percent of our GDP; that is
the level of spending of Congress. The
revenues to GDP are only 18 percent.
So you have a 5 percent difference in
what your revenues are and what your
spending is. Years of doing this means
that, right now, for every dollar we
spend, 40 cents is borrowed. You can’t
continue to defy gravity.

This week, we will consider the Ryan
budget. It has tax reform; it has spend-
ing reform; it has regulatory reform—
all things that are very good. I'm glad
to see that the President will be re-
introducing another budget this week,
because I think it’s very important
that if you do not like the Republican
Ryan budget, that’s fine, but put your
budget on the table because surely the
Democrat Party has some ideas.

So far all we’ve heard from the
Democrats is criticism. That’s not
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good enough in times like these. We’ve
got to come together as a country to
do what’s best not for the next election
but for the next generation and, in-
deed, for our future.

———————

MEDICARE ELIMINATION AND MID-
DLE CLASS TAX INCREASE ACT
OF 2011

(Mr. WEINER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WEINER. Ladies and gentlemen,
later this week, we are going to be con-
sidering the Medicare Elimination and
Middle Class Tax Increase Act of 2011.
We’ve heard it called the ‘“Ryan bill,”
but that’s what it does.

First, it does some things that I'm
sure are very popular in America. It
says let’s eliminate the Medicare pro-
gram. Let’s say to senior citizens, You
know what? We’re going to give you a
voucher, and you go out and shop for
health care—and good luck finding it.
That’s one proposal.

And then it says, let’s take $750 bil-
lion of Medicaid expenses and shift
them to the States so that the States
have to raise taxes and localities have
to raise taxes. This is some new inter-
esting idea?

It was said by the previous speaker
that Democrats haven’t come forward
with any ideas. Yeah, we came up with
the idea of Medicare to provide health
care for seniors and Social Security to
provide a safety net for seniors in their
advancing years. These are the pro-
grams that we care about and are going
to fight for.

This week on the House floor, Repub-
licans are going to say we’re against
Medicare. They want to eliminate it as
it stands. Now, isn’t it ironic? They
spent all last year criticizing the
health care act because it harmed
Medicare, now suddenly they want to
eliminate it. Hypocrisy.

———
O 1920
THE U.S. CONSTITUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RUNYAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 5, 2011, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
America is facing some very perilous
times because of the joblessness, be-
cause of the poor economy, because of
the outrageous spending that’s been
going on for the last 2 years through
the last Congress.

I come tonight, Mr. Speaker, to dis-
cuss something that I think is criti-
cally important for the American peo-
ple to understand, because we’ve got-
ten away from what the Constitution
says and what the original intent of
the Constitution might be.

I've seen Member after Member, Mr.
Speaker, hold up a copy of the Con-
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stitution. I carry a copy in my pocket.
And they’ll hold up a copy of the Con-
stitution and talk about this being a
living and breathing document. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth in
the philosophy of our Founding Fa-
thers.

In fact, our Founding Fathers meant
this to be a very solid foundation. The
Declaration of Independence expresses
the philosophy of liberty in America,
and the Constitution is an embodiment
of those principles into a governing
document.

Mr. Speaker, if we don’t have a solid
foundation upon which to build all of
our laws, all of our society, then we’re
building our society and laws on shift-
ing sand. You can ask a 6-year-old, if
you build a house or a building on
shifting sand, what’s going to happen?
It’s going to fall, it’s going to fail.
That’s exactly what’s happening in our
country today, because we’ve gotten
away from the original intent of the
Constitution.

In Hosea 4:6, God says, ‘“‘My people
are destroyed for a lack of knowledge.”
We have a tremendous lack of knowl-
edge about the foundational principles,
what our Founding Fathers meant for
government to be. We have a tremen-
dous lack of knowledge in this Nation
even in Federal jurists, even in jurists
sitting on the U.S. Supreme Court,
about the Constitution.

In fact, I was very shocked—as I got
interested in politics, I started talking
to lawyers who had gone to law schools
all over this country. The majority of
lawyers that I've spoken with—law
schools, public and private all across
this country, they all have a course
called constitutional law. But the
American public would be absolutely
shocked to understand that lawyers,
even when they take constitutional
law—and in a lot of law schools it’s an
elective even—when they take con-
stitutional law, they don’t study the
Constitution. All they study is case
law, what the Federal court system has
said about the Constitution.

And we’ve got Federal jurists all the
way up to the Supreme Court, but in
all levels, from Federal district courts
to the appellate system all the way to
the U.S. Supreme Court, that bring
down ruling after ruling that is not
based upon the Constitution in its
original intent. That philosophy leads
to tyranny in all possibility.

Our Founding Fathers never meant
this. In fact, if people would read the
Constitution and read what our Found-
ing Fathers said about the Constitu-
tion, they would understand that.

There’s a great resource that talks
about what our Founding Fathers
meant for the Constitution to be. The
architect of the Constitution, James
Madison, John Jay, the first U.S. Su-
preme Court Chief Justice, and Alex-
ander Hamilton, who was an ardent
Federalist who believed in a strong
Federal Government, wrote a series of
essays. These essays were printed in
the newspapers in New York State.
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They were written to tell New Yorkers
about what government should be
under the Constitution in its original
intent.

They explained in minute detail what
government should be not only then
but 200, 400, 600 years later, because
they knew very firmly, very strongly
that if we didn’t have that original in-
tent and a strong, solid foundation of
government, that we could lose our lib-
erty. That’s the reason they wanted us
to stay with their intent in the Con-
stitution.

They wrote these series of essays.
Those essays have been bound to-
gether—this little booklet, ‘“The Fed-
eralist Papers,” contains these essays.
These essays were written by James
Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and
John Jay about the Constitution to ex-
plain the Constitution.

If people will get ‘““The Federalist Pa-
pers’’ and read them, they will see how
far off track we have gotten as a Na-
tion. They will see that our Nation is
being destroyed from within, being de-
stroyed by a philosophy of big govern-
ment, and this philosophy has been fos-
tered upon us by Democrats and Re-
publicans alike, by liberals and con-
servatives alike. We’ve got to change
that.

Mr. Speaker, the only way that we’re
going to change governing here in the
United States is not here in Wash-
ington, not here in the U.S. House of
Representatives, not over across the
way in the U.S. Senate, not down the
street on Pennsylvania Avenue in the
White House. The only way we’re going
to change the philosophy of governance
is if the grassroots, the good people
across this Nation, start demanding a
different kind of governance.

We’ve got to stop this outrageous
spending. We’ve got to get our econ-
omy back on track. We’ve got to start
creating jobs. What’s made this coun-
try so rich, so powerful, so successful
as a political experiment, the greatest
political experiment in all of history,
in all of mankind, is right here in the
United States based on the Constitu-
tion of the United States in its original
intent.

We have a tremendous lack of knowl-
edge.

Now, ‘“The Federalist Papers’ in the
old language, it’s a bit difficult to read.
Their style of writing, their style of
English was a bit different from ours.

We’ve got another resource that I
highly recommend, which is ‘“The Fed-
eralist Papers in Modern Language.” A
person can buy this off Amazon, they
can get this in Barnes and Noble book-
stores around the country. If they
don’t have it in stock, it can be or-
dered.

The editor, Mary Webster, got some
folks to transliterate ‘“The Federalist
Papers’” from old-style English into
modern English. What ‘‘transliterate’’
means is to change one word in the old
style to another word in the new style.
This is not an editorialization of ‘‘The
Federalist Papers,” it is not a com-
mentary on ‘‘The Federalist Papers.”
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It’s strictly a transliteration. In other
words, it’s changed from old-style
English into new-style English. And
that’s all it’s done.

People can go and read either ‘‘The
Federalist Papers’” in its original
English form or ‘‘The Federalist Papers
in Modern Language,” and can become
knowledgeable.

We’ve got to light grassfires all
across this country to demand a dif-
ferent kind of governance or we’re
going to destroy everything that our
Founding Fathers have given us.

This Nation was built on personal re-
sponsibility and accountability. It was
based on freedom and liberty. I use
those words separately.

Let me explain ‘“‘liberty” for you,
give you a definition. I don’t know if
this is my original definition or not. I
don’t remember ever reading it any-
where. I haven’t seen it when I've gone
to look it up. I'm not claiming it as my
own, though I don’t know who wrote it,
if someone did: Liberty. Liberty is free-
dom bridled by morality.

0 1930

Liberty is freedom bridled by moral-
ity. You see, a wild bear is free. All the
wild bear’s constrained by is the in-
stincts that our Creator put in a wild
bear. It can go anywhere it wants to. A
male wild bear will even kill its own
cubs just to try to get to the sow, to
breed her. He doesn’t care about any-
body else but himself. That sow will
protect her cubs, but other than that
she’s free, and she chooses to do so by
her instinct.

But absolute freedom is anarchy. It’s
anarchy. You see, if I am totally free,
if I don’t like somebody, I can just kill
them. In fact, we see that by dictators
around the world, historically as well
as in present times. But you see, free-
dom bridled by morality, liberty,
means that my freedom stops where
another person’s freedom starts. And
we can come together and work in con-
cert for the greater good, for the great-
er good of our families, our commu-
nities, our cities, our States, as well as
our Nation.

This country was founded upon lib-
erty, personal responsibility, and ac-
countability. It’s been so successful
economically because it’s been based
on the free enterprise system. Free en-
terprise. Free enterprise is the engine
that pulls along the train of economic
prosperity here in America. But we're
destroying that.

Our President has a philosophy that I
believe is totally against free enter-
prise. A lot of my colleagues, Democrat
and Republican alike, believe the Fed-
eral Government ought to control vir-
tually every aspect of our lives. George
W. Bush was a big-spending, big-gov-
ernment President. He gave us No
Child Left Behind, which has been a
disaster. I call it Leave No Teacher Un-
shackled. We’ve got to get the shackles
off teachers, let the local school boards
run the education system, not by a
Federal Department of Education, or I
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don’t even think by a State Depart-
ment of Education. But the States
have the right to do that constitu-
tionally.

The most powerful political force in
America today is embodied in the first
three words of the U.S. Constitution:
“We the people.” And if we the people
will become knowledgeable about the
Constitution and about the Founding
Fathers’ philosophy of government, the
philosophy of liberty and freedom, the
philosophy of a free enterprise system,
a philosophy of individual responsi-
bility and individual accountability,
then we can put this country back on
the right course by the American peo-
ple demanding their freedom back.
We’ve lost a lot of it. A tremendous
amount of freedom has been lost. We’re
losing our liberty, and we have a gov-
ernment that has taken away our free-
doms.

The Preamble to the Constitution of
the United States: ‘“We the people of
the United States, in order to form a
more perfect Union, establish justice,
insure domestic tranquility, provide
the common defense, promote the gen-
eral welfare, and secure the blessings of
liberty to ourselves and our prosperity,
do ordain and establish this Constitu-
tion of the United States.”

Tonight I am going to talk about one
little phrase in this Preamble. It’s also
in another place in the Constitution.
I'm going to talk about the general
welfare clause. We’ll come back on an-
other night, and I am going to talk
about the commerce clause. And then
we’ll talk also about the elastic clause,
and the Bill of Rights, and other parts
of the Constitution.

But three phrases out of the Con-
stitution have been utilized to pervert
the idea behind the Constitution, to de-
stroy its original intent, to cause us to
continue to lose liberty here in Amer-
ica. The general welfare clause is one
of those. You see, Congress has strayed
from the clear-cut path, the certainty
and liberty that our Founding Fathers
outlined in the most basic and funda-
mental document to ever exist, and
that’s our Constitution.

The single most important part of
this revered document is embodied in
those first three words, because we are
supposed to be a government of the
people, by the people, and for the peo-
ple, as Abraham Lincoln said. Our gov-
ernment’s purpose is to protect and
preserve freedom and liberties of we,
the people. Government is supposed to
be governing at the consent of the peo-
ple, not the people being dealt with at
the consent of the government.

Yet nowadays it seems as though the
Federal Government has inserted itself
into almost every aspect of our day-to-
day lives, monitoring what kind of
health care we can have, bailing out
the automobile industry, and regu-
lating the education standards. Just a
few examples of the Federal Govern-
ment’s hand’s overreach into things
where it should not go.

Mr. Speaker, over time it’s become
the norm for the Federal Government
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to keep expanding in both size and
scope by absorbing powers and rights
that were intended for the States and
the people. In fact, in the 10th Amend-
ment of the Constitution, it says if a
right is not specifically given to the
Federal Government by the Constitu-
tion, in other words these things that
are in article I, section 8, as well as a
few others, but these are the things we
can pass laws about, if it’s not prohib-
ited from the States, then those rights
are reserved for the States and the peo-
ple.

One of my primary goals while serv-
ing here in Washington is to send these
powers back to the States and to the
people and to ensure that, do every-
thing that I can to ensure that the
Constitution is applied as the Founding
Fathers intended. I will work very hard
to try to build those bridges, to send
those powers back to the States and
people. These are the powers created in
article I, section 8.

The necessary and proper clause, the
so-called elastic clause, allows Con-
gress to pass laws about these other
things; but this is all the Federal Gov-
ernment, all the House and the Senate
is supposed to be passing laws about.
Now, we have some say in the courts,
we have some say with the executive
branch, but these are the things that
Congress is supposed to be passing laws
about, and nothing else. Nothing else
but these things.

Well, the general welfare clause is
one of the most commonly abused and
misapplied powers that the Federal
Government has utilized to expand the
size and scope of government and to de-
stroy our liberty. Article I, section 8 of
the U.S. Constitution, clause 1: ‘““The
Congress shall have the power to lay
and collect taxes, duties, imposts and
excises, to pay the debts and provide
for the common defense and general
welfare of the United States.” This is
the second place, I mentioned just a
few minutes before, in the Preamble
our Founding Fathers mentioned gen-
eral welfare.

0 1940

Here it is in article 1,
clause 1, the general welfare.

This clause generated the most de-
bate during our Founding Fathers’ pe-
riod because the term ‘‘general wel-
fare’” is vague and leaves much room
for interpretation. Now we hear judges
talk about interpreting the Constitu-
tion. Judges shouldn’t be interpreting
the Constitution. Words make a dif-
ference. And when we use the word ‘‘in-
terpreting,” that means somebody can
apply their own bias what should and
what should not be constitutional.

Well, you should be utilizing the
word, apply the Constitution in its
original intent. I am an original intent
constitutionalist, as I just mentioned. I
want to apply the Constitution as our
Founding Fathers meant.

Alexander Hamilton and James Madi-
son famously disagreed about the
meaning of ‘‘general welfare’” and the

section 8,
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limits to Congress’ spending. Madison
wanted the clause to be very, very nar-
rowly interpreted, and Hamilton want-
ed a bit broader interpretation.

Now, if Alexander Hamilton were to
walk into the doors of this U.S. House
today, he would be absolutely shocked
and chagrined at how much liberty we
have lost, because he never, as a Fed-
eralist, envisioned the size and scope of
government today. I think if he knew
what was going on today, a little over
200 years since the Constitution was
passed, ratified, he would be arguing
just like I am today.

Yet the Founders, as they laid out in
the Federalist Papers, neither Madison
nor Hamilton would have agreed with
the modern-day view that there are no
limitations whatsoever on Congress’
power to spend and that ‘‘general wel-
fare’> means whatever Congress, the
President, and the Courts say that it
means, even though a sort of Federalist
would not agree that we have an open
invitation to have whatever kind of
government that we want to have.

Today, no project seems too local or
too narrow, which is a big part of why
this country is buried in so much
debt—$14.5 trillion. And then if you
look at the finance gap, it’s over $200
trillion.

The powers of Congress are not un-
limited, which is why we must get back
to the basics of the Constitution, and
we are going to talk tonight about that
original intent of the general welfare
clause and highlight just how far we
have moved away from it.

James Madison, number 41, in the
Federalist Papers, wrote this:

‘““Some, who have not denied the ne-
cessity of the power of taxation, have
grounded a very fierce attack against
the Constitution”—well, it sounds like
that today, doesn’t it—‘‘on the lan-
guage in which it is defined. It has been
urged and echoed, that the power ‘to
lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts,
and excises, to pay the debts, and pro-
vide for the common defense and gen-
eral welfare of the United States’ ’—

We just showed you that. That is in
article 1, section 8, clause 1 of the Con-
stitution.

As he goes on, ‘“‘amounts to an unlim-
ited commission to exercise every
power which may be alleged to be nec-
essary for the common defense or gen-
eral welfare. No stronger proof could be
given of the distress under which these
writers labor for objections than their
stooping to such a misconstruction.”

Now, that’s that old kind of lan-
guage. Basically, he was saying that it
is inane to think that the general wel-
fare clause, this clause, can allow the
Congress to pass laws about anything,
collect taxes, et cetera, collect any-
thing. No stronger proof could be
given.

Under the distress, that means under
the problems that are going to arise,
under which these writers labor, the
Supreme Court today, the President
today, the last President, Republican
and Democratic Presidents for the last
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many decades, labor for objections, and
they are stooping to such a mis-
construction.

He was very, very clear. We do not
have the power to do so. We don’t have
the power to do so.

James Madison, Federalist 45:

“The powers delegated by the pro-
posed Constitution to the Federal Gov-
ernment are few and defined.”” They are
defined. Article 1, section 8, other arti-
cles, strictly interpreted, strictly de-
fined, strictly according to what it
says, not of broadening of those pow-
ers, few and defined, ‘‘to be exercised
principally on external objects, as war,
peace, negotiation, and foreign com-
merce.”’

James Madison in Federalist 45 was
saying basically right here what the
primary purpose of the Federal Govern-
ment is: It’s national defense, national
security, foreign affairs. And also in
the Constitution we have the rights to
postal roads, post offices, things like
that, to establish a currency to make
this one Nation.

But the principal purpose of the Fed-
eral Government and the original in-
tent of the Constitution is national de-
fense, national security, and foreign af-
fairs. The American people need to un-
derstand that firmly. That’s foreign
commerce.

We see over and over again the
Courts defining general welfare in a
different manner, much different man-
ner. In fact, the Courts have held that
anything that has to do with anybody’s
welfare, an individual’s welfare, is
okay under the Constitution, but that’s
not the original intent. The original in-
tent was the general welfare, the gen-
eral welfare of the Nation, not welfare
of individuals.

We have developed this big welfare
system in this country. It all started in
earnest with Presidents Woodrow Wil-
son and Franklin Delano Roosevelt.
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt
just exploded the size and scope of gov-
ernment through his New Deal—both
Progressives; both had socialist beliefs.

In fact, Franklin Delano Roosevelt
sent his advisers, his closely held
friends, his Cabinet people, to go visit
with Stalin in Communist Russia to
study what he was doing, what Stalin
was doing there so that FDR could rep-
licate it here in the United States, and
he did everything that he possibly
could to do so. He packed the Courts
because the Courts originally said the
welfare clause, commerce clause, could
not be expanded to include all this size
and scope of government.

Thomas Jefferson: ‘‘Congress has not
unlimited powers to provide for the
general welfare, but only those specifi-
cally enumerated.” Back to article I,
section 8.

When my colleagues, Republican and
Democrat alike, vote for things that
are not enumerated in the original in-
tent, they are violating their oath of
office. Every single one of us has stood
up here and has taken an oath of office.

The first I time I did that was when
I was sworn in the Marine Corps, 1964;
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when I came to Congress in a special
election in 2007, and then again in 2009,
and then again this year. I stood right
here in this Chamber and I held up my
hand, and I swore to uphold the Con-
stitution against powers both foreign
and domestic. One of the greatest do-
mestic powers that is anti-Constitution
resides right in this House, right in
this House, because we are destroying
our liberty.
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We are destroying it by the philos-
ophy of big government. Thomas Jef-
ferson said, ‘““They are not to do any-
thing they please.”

Seventy years ago, in a court case
called United States v. Butler, we
started moving into this loosey-goosey
idea about the Constitution being any-
thing that a court says that it is, any-
thing that a President says that it is,
and anything that the Congress says
that it is. And we have seen just re-
cently where Congress passed the
McCain-Feingold law. President Bush
said, we will let the Supreme Court tell
us whether it is constitutional or not.
Well, the Supreme Court is not the
final arbiter of what is constitutional.
Neither is the President. Neither is
Congress. We all have something to say
about that, certainly. So do the States.

We the people are actually the final
arbiter. We the people need to demand
original intent of the Constitution by
becoming knowledgeable about it. The
final arbiter of what is constitutional
or not is what is in the Constitution
and what our Founding Fathers said
about it, not what some Supreme Court
ruling has said about it, because most
Supreme Court justices have no clue
what the original intent is and don’t
care. They just don’t care I don’t
think.

United States v. Butler 70 years ago
dismissed Madison’s and Jefferson’s
narrow view of the Constitution, the
original intent of the Constitution, and
the Supreme Court held that the power
to tax and spend is an independent
power, and the general welfare clause
gives Congress the power it might not
derive elsewhere.

In Helvering v. Davis, the Supreme
Court interpreted the clause even more
expansively, conferring upon Congress
a plenary power to impose taxes and to
spend money for the general welfare
subject almost entirely to its own dis-
cretion, our own discretion. Even more
recently, the Court has included the
power to indirectly coerce the States
into adopting national standards by
threatening to withhold Federal funds
in South Dakota v. Dole.

Today, the Hamiltonian view pre-
dominates in the application of the
general welfare clause, which has led to
the expansion of the government to its
$4.5 trillion debt. We spend up here
without considering the repercussions.
ObamaCare is a great example.
ObamaCare is a destroyer. It’s going to
destroy jobs. It’s going to destroy
budgets, people’s budgets, companies’
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budgets, cities’ budgets, States’ budg-
ets, and the Federal budget. And it’s
going to destroy the quality of health
care. And we have no constitutional
authority, as a judge in Florida upheld.

James Madison a little later on in his
life wrote a letter to James Robertson
in 1831. In this letter he said, “With re-
spect to the words ’'general welfare,” 1
have always regarded them as qualified
by the detail of powers connected with
them.”’” Connected with them. In other
words, those things in article 1, section
8 and the rest of the Constitution as it
was intended. ‘“To take them in a lit-
eral and unlimited sense would be a
metamorphosis of the Constitution
into a character which there is a host
of proofs was not contemplated by its
creators.” The creators of the Con-
stitution are those folks who wrote it
and those folks who ratified it.

This literal and unlimited interpreta-
tion is destroying America. It’s de-
stroying our economy. It’s destroying
everything that has been good in this
Nation. We need to cut our outrageous
spending for the well-being of our Na-
tion and apply the general welfare
clause as James Madison originally in-
tended.

It’s got to stop. Mr. Speaker, when I
come to the floor to vote or when I
write legislation, my staff and I write
legislation, we have a four-way test
that I apply to every vote I make and
everything I do here. The first question
is, ‘“‘is it right?” By that question I
mean, is it morally right? Does it fol-
low the Judeo-Christian biblical prin-
ciples that this Nation was founded
upon? A lot of liberals across this coun-
try who are watching this will start
blogging, and some of the liberal news
media will say that I want to set up a
theocracy here in America. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Our
Founding Fathers didn’t want a theoc-
racy either. Freedom of religion in the
First Amendment is very dear to me.
It’s very dear to all of us. But we have
freedom of religion in this country so
that Jews, Buddhists, Muslims, Hindus,
atheists, humanists, yes, even Chris-
tians, can make a personal choice of
what their religion is and can celebrate
and worship in their religion as long as
it doesn’t infringe wupon somebody
else’s rights, because this Nation was
founded upon biblical principles, the
principles of freedom and liberty.

We have gotten away from it. I be-
lieve so much in these four questions
that I have them printed up. If some-
body comes to my office, they’ll see
them on the desk of all my legislative
people in my offices. There’s a copy on
my desk. It’s on the home page of both
of my Web sites. I wish every Member
of Congress would apply these four
principles. Is it right? Is it constitu-
tional in it original intent? Not this
perverted idea of the Constitution that
Presidents, Congresses, and the Federal
court systems operate under. Is it nec-
essary? And can we afford it? Four sim-
ple questions.

You see, we’ve gotten away from the
original intent of the Constitution.
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We’ve created this huge Federal Gov-
ernment that has taken our freedom
away. It’s killing our liberty and our
Nation. And it’s because of a perverted
idea of the general welfare clause, as
well as the commerce clause and the
elastic clause, that the courts have al-
lowed this to happen, the Presidents
and the Congresses have allowed it to
happen.

Mr. Speaker, we the people need to
stand up and say no to taking our lib-
erty away. Our Founding Fathers over
and over again during the original pe-
riod would rush to the floor with this
book in hand, the holy Bible, and they
would come to the floor, the House and
the Senate, go to the floor of the Con-
stitutional Convention and say, look
what I found, what our Creator says.
Benjamin Franklin proposed prayer in
the Constitutional Convention. We
pray today every day that Congress
opens because of that prayer that Ben-
jamin Franklin recommended.

In his speech, and I encourage you to
go read it, he said, if our Creator no-
tices when a bird falls to the ground,
how can we build a nation without the
help of Providence, of our God, our Cre-
ator?

You see, the Constitution was writ-
ten on biblical principles. In fact, our
Founding Fathers quoted the holy
Bible more than any other source.
David Barton has a ministry in Aledo,
Texas, called WallBuilders. He has
more original source documents than
probably anybody. He wrote a book

called ‘‘Original Intent: The Courts,
the Constitution, and Religion.” I
highly recommend this, too.

WallBuilders is a great resource of
what the original intent is and what
our Founding Fathers have said about
the Constitution.
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But, you see, back to something I
mentioned earlier, God says in Hosea
4:6: My people are destroyed for lack of
knowledge.

I have heard that beginning Iline
preached a number of times, but very
seldom do I hear a pastor go past that
line. The whole verse says, and remem-
ber, this is a promise from a holy,
righteous God that can do nothing else
but fulfill the promise. His promise is
this when he spoke through Hosea to
the Israelites, he speaks to us today,
our Creator says: My people are de-
stroyed for lack of knowledge. Because
you have rejected knowledge, I also
will reject you from being priest for
me. Because you have forgotten the
law of your God, I also will forget your
children.

And I get goose bumps and shivers
every time I say that, literally, be-
cause it is a promise from a holy,
righteous God that can do nothing else
but fulfill that promise.

You see, the future of our Nation de-
pends upon we the people, the most
powerful political force in this Nation
becoming knowledgeable, becoming
knowledgeable about the Constitution,

April 12, 2011

getting a copy, looking at it online. In
my district, people can come by my of-
fice and get a copy. We give them away
by the hundreds out of my office here
in Washington. Get a copy of the ‘“Fed-
eralist Papers.”” Or if you don’t want to
read it in old-style English, get the
“Federalist Papers’” in modern lan-
guage, this document.

Read what our Founding Fathers said
about the Constitution. Read the anti-
Federalist Papers. Those are the guys
who did not want a strong Federal Gov-
ernment. But you will see in the ‘“‘Fed-
eralist Papers,” those who argued for a
strong central government, we have
enumerated, very limited and defined
powers as James Madison states,
Thomas Jefferson states.

Former U.S. Senator Everett Dirksen
once said when he feels the heat, he
sees the light. Members of Congress in
the House and the Senate, need to see
the light by feeling the heat of we the
people.

You see, in Psalms 11, God asked the
question: If the foundations be de-
stroyed, what are the righteous to do?

God has given us free will. He has
given us freedom. He has given us lib-
erty, unlike any society ever in history
has seen, ever experienced; but we are
losing it. And the only way we are
going to put it back on the right course
is for people to become knowledgeable
about the foundational principles so
that we can put this country back on a
solid foundation so it is not built on
shifting sand so that we can change the
course of history.

The direction we are heading today is
going to destroy everything that has
been good about this country. It is
going to destroy our liberty. We are
not going to have the freedom that we
have enjoyed, even in the past few dec-
ades, which is much less freedom than
they experienced in this country 100
years ago.

Look at these questions. I think they
are very reasonable. Is it right? Does it
fit the Judeo-Christian principles the
Nation was founded upon? Is it con-
stitutional in its original intent, not
this perverted idea that we are oper-
ating on today? Do we need it? And can
we afford it? If we went to these ques-
tions, we wouldn’t have $14.5 trillion of
debt. We wouldn’t have all of the un-
funded liabilities of the Federal Gov-
ernment which are tremendous. We
wouldn’t have the loss of liberty and
freedoms that we see going on here
today. We wouldn’t have a lot of the
debates that we have here in Congress.

We the people need to start holding
every single Member of Congress, every
President, every public official, local,
State, as well as Federal, because they
all take that same oath, to defend the
Constitution. The vast, vast majority
are violating that oath; and the only
way that we the people are going to
change things, the only way we are
going to put this country back on the
right course is for we the people to de-
mand it.
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So please contact your neighbors,
your friends, get them to read the Con-
stitution. Read the ‘‘Federalist Pa-
pers.” Read what our Founding Fathers
said about government. Understand
how far we have gotten away from
those original principles, how much we
have lost our freedom, how much we
have gotten away from liberty and how
close we are to becoming a socialistic,
communistic nation in this country.
That is where we are headed.

The only way it is going to change is
if the American people will stand up
and demand something different, start
throwing people out of office that vio-
late their oath of office, and put people
in office that are going to stand firm
for freedom, for liberty.

I am going to stand firm for the Con-
stitution as it was intended, and I am
going to continue to fight for the Con-
stitution as it was intended. There are
precious few here in this body that will
stand and even vote that way. The only
way we are going to change it, the only
way we are going to save America, is
for we the people to stand up and de-
mand it.

I believe we can; I believe we will. I
believe we are at the beginning right
now today of a new dawn in America, a
dawn of liberty, a dawn of freedom, a
dawn of limited government, a dawn of
strong national defense and national
security, a dawn where our children
and grandchildren are going to grow up
in an economically prosperous Nation
where there are going to be jobs in the
private sector, where people are going
to be able to operate within their soci-
ety without all of the constraints of
government.

We have got to demand it. The future
of this country depends upon it. Your
children and your grandchildren de-
pend upon it. Join in the fight.

—————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1473, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE AND FULL-YEAR CON-
TINUING APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2011; PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H. Con. Res. 35, COR-
RECTING THE ENROLLMENT OF
H.R. 1473; AND PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H. Con. Res.
36, CORRECTING THE ENROLL-
MENT OF H.R. 1473

Mr. NUGENT (during the Special
Order of Mr. BROUN of Georgia), from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 112-60) on
the resolution (H. Res. 218) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1473)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense and the other depart-
ments and agencies of the Government
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2011, and for other purposes; providing
for consideration of the concurrent res-
olution (H. Con. Res. 35) directing the
Clerk of the House of Representatives
to make a correction in the enrollment
of H.R. 1473; and providing for consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution (H.
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Con. Res. 36) directing the Clerk of the
House of Representatives to make a
correction in the enrollment of H.R.
1473, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1217, REPEALING PREVEN-
TION AND PUBLIC HEALTH FUND

Mr. NUGENT (during the Special
Order of Mr. BROUN of Georgia), from
the Committee on Rules, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 112-61) on
the resolution (H. Res. 219) providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1217)
to repeal the Prevention and Public
Health Fund, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

——
FISCAL CHOICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. YARMUTH) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, it is a
great honor to be here on the floor of
the House of Representatives talking
to the American people about one of
the most critical things that this body
does, and that is to decide how much
money we ask our citizens to con-
tribute to the government and how
that money is going to be spent.

I didn’t come here intending to re-
spond to the gentleman who spoke be-
fore me, but he cast in one respect the
whole debate over our budget very well
when we had Mr. BROUN’s four-way
test. The first thing that Mr. BROUN
listed was: Is it right/moral? And I
agree with him because when we debate
the budget of the United States, when
we debate how we are going to spend
the taxpayers’ money, the first ques-
tion we should ask is: Is it right, and is
it moral? The converse is if we don’t
spend something, is it wrong and is it
immoral.

Today, I had the great honor of vis-
iting Walter Reed Hospital. I got to
speak with several of our extremely
brave, courageous soldiers who have
been injured in battle. And one young
man who lost both legs, one just above
the knee and one all of the way to his
pelvis, and lost a little bit of finger on
one hand was on what can only be de-
scribed as bionic legs which he said are
extremely good, the technology is ex-
tremely advanced; but they still don’t
help him walk. He talked to us for a
long time about what he had been
through, the progress he had made, and
what he hoped to achieve with tech-
nology.
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His parting comment to us was that
this is the result of the Federal Gov-
ernment spending money on medical
research. This is helping people not
just in the military, not just in the
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Armed Forces, but also in the private
arena as well.

So I look at what the Republican
budget has done, which we will con-
sider later in the week; and it slashes
money for medical research. I say let’s
apply Mr. BROUN’s four-way test: Is it
right? Is it moral? Also, does it make
any sense to cut medical research when
we have brave men and women who
after making incredible sacrifices are
reacquiring some of their lives because
of the taxpayer money we have spent
in funding critical research? It would
be immoral—Don was his name—to
deny Don his request that we continue
to fund medical research that is going
to help him regain his capabilities, his
physical function, as well as to con-
tinue to fund the medical research that
will help the thousands of young men
and women who have sacrificed so
much for us.

So as we enter this debate this week
on the Republican budget proposal/the
Democratic alternative budget pro-
posal, we have choices to make. That’s
always what government is about. It’s
about choosing: How do we spend the
taxpayer money that we ask our tax-
payers to contribute to the general
welfare of this country?

Last week, we sat in the Budget
Committee and considered the Repub-
lican budget. I'm sure that my charac-
terization of the Republican budget
will be different than the Republicans’
characterization of their budget. Yet I
will say one thing, that we all agree
that we have a fiscal challenge in front
of us. We have enormous deficits. We
can argue about how we got here, but
I'm not going to spend time debating
that tonight. We clearly have a chal-
lenge, and the future is even more chal-
lenging. So the question is:

As we approach this budget deficit,
this future of deficits, a very, very
large national debt, what is the best
way to approach it?

Now, the Republican answer is that
there is only one side of the ledger.
Most homes, most businesses have two
sides of the ledger. They have an in-
come side, and they have an expendi-
ture side. As far as the Republicans on
the Budget Committee are concerned,
we only have an expenditure side.
You’ve heard the Speaker of the House
say we only have a spending problem;
we don’t have a revenue problem.
You’ve heard my senior Senator from
Kentucky, the minority leader of the
Senate, say we don’t have a taxing
problem, a revenue problem; we have a
spending problem.

In fact, if you look at our situation
right now, we’re no different, in a lot of
respects, from the average household
or the average business. If we have a fi-
nancial challenge, we do a couple of
things. We ask, Okay, where can we cut
costs? Then we ask, How can we gen-
erate more revenue? Those are the two
options. As far as the Republicans are
concerned, there is only one option. It
is to cut expenditures. Unfortunately,
my characterization is that they cut
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the programs which help the most vul-
nerable people in our country.

On the other hand, what do they do
on the revenue side? They say, Well,
let’s see. Millionaires and billionaires
haven’t done quite well enough over
the last decade or so. Twenty years
ago, they only earned 9 percent of all
income in the country. Now they earn
35 percent of all income in the country.
That’s not quite good enough. Let’s
give them another tax break. The Bush
tax cuts were okay, but they weren’t
quite large enough. So instead of cut-
ting their rate from 39.6 to 35 percent,
let’s cut their maximum rate to 25 per-
cent, and let’s see what that does for
the economy.

I think most of my Democratic col-
leagues would agree that, if we’re going
to approach this deficit and the na-
tional debt in a responsible way, we’ll
look at both sides of the ledger. We will
ask people who have done extremely
well and who have the capacity to give
more to pay a little more, and we will
make responsible cuts that are bal-
anced across the sector.

There are so many ramifications to
this debate, and we’re going to be de-
bating it all week, so I am proud to
have with me today some members of
the Budget Committee from the Demo-
cratic side to help me discuss this.

It is my great honor now to yield to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
TONKO).

Mr. TONKO. Thank you, Representa-
tive YARMUTH, and thank you for lead-
ing us in this discussion.

It is rather interesting to hear you,
with your introductory comments,
speak of the approach to one side of the
ledger. What has been advertised out
there, what has been messaged, is that
what we have are these cuts that trans-
late into savings: we’re going to save
at the expense of the middle class.
We’re going to cut programs for sen-
iors, for veterans, for children, for
working families, for small businesses.
That will produce savings—this propen-
sity for tens of billions of dollars’
worth of cuts, for $100 billion worth of
cuts, and an insatiable thirst for cut-
ting domestic programs that really
provide the dignity factor for many
families as well as provide for job cre-
ation and retention.

We saw what happened when we in-
vested in job creation, which was to
gain over 2 million private sector jobs
in just over the last year. So we know
that those investments oftentimes will
lead to lucrative dividends. They will
relate to programs that are required
for our working families, for our mid-
dle class Americans across this great
country. Also, they provide for an op-
portunity for job creation, which pro-
duces the sort of mix—that down pay-
ment, the priming of the pump, if you
will—that makes it all happen.

So, Representative YARMUTH, you are
correct in talking about this as a one-
sided approach. Yet what troubles me
is that there is this messaging effort
under way that would try and convince
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the American public that it’s pro-
ducing savings. But where do those
savings go? There are trillions of dol-
lars of cuts to the middle class in this
Republican plan. Those trillions of dol-
lars of cuts that they deem as savings
are then that fuel that provides the re-
sources to cut the trillions of dollars’
worth of millionaire/billionaire tax
cuts to provide for the continuation of
services that contractors will provide,
which have been deemed wasteful or at
times fraudulent, with the Pentagon.
They will continue to protect those in-
vestments. They will allow for addi-
tional relief for corporations.

So it’s sliding dollars out of the
pockets of the middle class and invest-
ing them, the spending that they do, as
they accrue those savings. The new
spending that they do is tax cut deliv-
ery for those in the upper echelon. To
me, it sounds very much like the pre-
recession situation under the Bush ad-
ministration which led us to this deep
and very painful and long-term reces-
sion. Their plan has been dubbed by
themselves, by their own Members, as
the Path to Prosperity. I would suggest
that it’s a road to ruin for the middle
class and that it’s a road to riches that
paves the streets with golden opportu-
nities for those who are the most com-
fortable in society, for those deemed on
top of the perch.

This is a very interesting scenario
that is being placed before this body,
before all of Congress for that matter.
We need to put it under the micro-
scope, and we need to message to
America what is happening. You take
from the poor and the middle class.
You slide it over to the most com-
fortable—to corporations and million-
aires, billionaires, oil company hand-
outs, mindless handouts. That’s how
they pay for those, by sliding that cash
down that slippery slope and investing
it in tax cuts, spending it on tax cuts
for those, as you indicated, who just
didn’t get quite enough under the Bush
tax cuts.

In a while, too, I want to go toward
the Medicare situation. They want to
end Medicare with this budget. I want
to talk about that after we hear from
some of our other colleagues.

This is an interesting scenario—a
road to ruin, a road to riches. It’s a
complete separation, a dichotomy, of
special needs out there, coming at the
expense of middle class America. It’s a
raid on our middle class. It’s paving
the road to riches for the very fortu-
nate, and it’s creating the road to ruin
for America’s middle class.
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Without a strong middle class, with-
out enhancing the purchasing power of
our middle class, we have a weakened
America. That is easy enough to prove
through history.

So thank you again, Representative
YARMUTH, for bringing us together on a
very important discussion here in the
House of Representatives as we con-
tinue to fight for the middle class that

April 12, 2011

has been impacted severely and would
take even more hits if this budget were
allowed to pass through.

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank the gen-
tleman. He mentioned the ‘‘road to
ruin.” It’s also a road we’ve been down
before.

Mr. TONKO. Absolutely.

Mr. YARMUTH. It is a road we’'ve
been down before.

Back under the Reagan administra-
tion, this whole magical economic the-
ory of trickle-down economics was de-
veloped. And the idea was, you let peo-
ple at the top make as much as they
possibly can, do as well as they pos-
sibly can, and that will trickle down
and help everybody else. The man who
was largely responsible for that policy
under the Reagan administration,
David Stockman, who was his budget
director, he said just last year, ‘I find
it unconscionable that the Republican
leadership, faced with a $1.5 trillion
deficit, could possibly believe that
good public policy is to maintain tax
cuts for the top 2 percent.” That was
last year when we were actually debat-
ing whether to return to the Clinton-
era tax rates—the Clinton era, by the
way, which resulted in one of the most
impressive decades of job growth in
this country.

Now they even want to double down
on that. They not only don’t want to
go back to the Clinton era tax cuts;
they want to cut it even further. And
their theory is that by cutting the tax
rate by 10 percent more on the wealthi-
est people in this country, that they
will create more jobs. Where do they
get this stuff? Well, the only source
they have for that theory is the Herit-
age Foundation. Now the Heritage
Foundation was also the group that
said that if we cut taxes under the
Bush administration, that we’re going
to have this enormous job growth and
this enormous surplus. It didn’t quite
work out so well. But they’re saying
now—this is what I call the ‘‘Harry
Potter budget.” You wave your magic
wand and you make anything sound
like it’s true—cut taxes further on the
rich, slash spending to help the low-
and moderate-income people in this
country, and the economy will bloom.
Well, I'm not buying it. I don’t think
most Americans will buy it. But again,
it’s a road we’ve been down before, so
we have some evidence.

At this point, I'd like to introduce
and yield time to a great new Member
of Congress and also the Budget Com-
mittee, the gentlelady from California
(Ms. BASS).

Ms. BASS of California. Thank you
very much, Mr. YARMUTH, for your
leadership in this effort.

You know, as a new member on the
Budget Committee, we had an inter-
esting week last week. We really just
completed a week where we saw the far
right of the Republican Party take
their party off the ledge and way out of
the mainstream. They’ve declared war
on seniors, on the disabled, on the sick,
on children, and on the underserved by
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proposing to end Medicare and Med-
icaid as we know it. They’ve cham-
pioned the budget, entitled the Path to
Prosperity.

This is a plan that simultaneously
ends Medicare while giving billions in
tax breaks to Big Oil and the wealthi-
est Americans. Mr. TONKO called it the
“path to ruin’; I thought about the
“Ryan-to-ruin’’ plan.

It generously gives senior citizens a
gift, and that gift is a voucher to pur-
chase health care. The senior citizen
then has to identify an insurance car-
rier that will take the voucher; and if
the person is lucky, the voucher will
cover all the cost. I do think that this
would be rare. And I don’t know what
happens in this plan if after a couple of
years or a couple of illnesses the insur-
ance company decides to drop the per-
son or raise the rates. You know, under
the Affordable Care Act, of course,
they couldn’t do that, but if the Ryan
plan does what he wants, he wants to
repeal the Affordable Care Act, so all of
that would come back into play. The
person would have to pick up the rest
of the cost under the Ryan plan.

Now, I believe that we are simply
foolish and we are fooling ourselves if
we think all seniors will be able to just
write a check and pay the difference.
That’s what is said, they will just pay
the difference, they will just have to
absorb more cost. A more likely sce-
nario is that seniors will simply not
have medical coverage, and we will be
sent back in time to when seniors did
not have coverage because insurance
companies didn’t want to cover them. I
often say to people that you can judge
a society by how it treats its elderly
and its children. The ‘‘path-to-ruin”’
plan hurts both populations.

What I wanted to do today was to
share a story, but just talk for a mo-
ment a little bit about the Ryan plan.
When it takes effect in 2022—that’s
only 11 years from now—the average
senior would receive an $8,000 voucher
to buy insurance. What I wanted to
share with you was the years that I
spent working in the emergency room.
I worked in Los Angeles County, USC—
one of the largest emergency rooms in
the United States. And the emergency
room is so large, it is divided into dif-
ferent sections. One section that I
spent a couple of years working in is
called ambulatory care, but we used to
call it the ‘‘walking wounded’ because,
frankly, the people that came to that
section of the emergency room
shouldn’t have even been in an emer-
gency room, but the reason why they
were there was because they didn’t
have health insurance, they didn’t have
access to care. And what typically hap-
pens is that if you don’t have access to
care, by the time you eventually see
someone, you are much sicker than
you would have been.

So I remember a case where a dia-
betic patient, who was not 65 and,
therefore, he couldn’t access Medicare,
he came into the walking wounded area
or the ambulatory care area with a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

sore on the heel of his foot. He told me
in the history that he was a diabetic.
But he had tried a series of home rem-
edies and he finally came to the ER
when his heel started turning purple.
Well, as I interviewed the patient and I
asked about his medical history, he
told me that he had been diagnosed
with diabetes years ago, but he
couldn’t afford his medication. So he
was trying to watch his diet and do the
best he could. Well, for those of you
who don’t know, a patient with a his-
tory of poorly controlled diabetes who
presents to an emergency room is like-
ly to have a series of complications.
Well, this man ended up as an amputee
because the sore on his heel—that he
didn’t realize—had developed into gan-
grene, and that’s why his foot was
turning colors.

So just thinking about the cost of
this, the total cost of this visit was
$12,000 and his leg. That bill included a
$2,000 charge for his emergency room
visit and lab tests, a $6,000 charge for
an amputation, and a daily charge of
$1,400 for aftercare. If this patient had
had access to routine preventive care,
he would still have his leg, and $12,000
would be saved.

So why do I share this story with
you? Well, we’re fooling ourselves if we
don’t understand that turning Medi-
care into a voucher and leaving seniors
to fend for themselves is simply deny-
ing adequate health care that in the
end will cost us so much more in suf-
fering and in hospital costs that will
ultimately be borne by taxpayers.

Today in my office I met with rep-
resentatives from several hospitals who
were describing the challenges that
they face now. So there is an area of
Los Angeles County where 600,000 peo-
ple live—and the last time I checked
that was around the entire population
of the State of Vermont, 600,000 peo-
ple—where there is not one trauma
center, there is not one emergency
room because all of the four hospitals
in that area have closed. Now that’s
today.

Under the Ryan plan, vouchers for
seniors and vouchers for States—be-
cause that’s the bottom line as to what
a block grant is, it’s a voucher; instead
of a voucher for an individual, it’s a
voucher for a State. The hospitals they
represent that all border this area—
that has no trauma center in it and has
no emergency room and has no hospital
because they’re all closed up—they
would essentially have to absorb—and
they have been absorbing—the popu-
lation, these 600,000 people. So they
were concerned, and they came into my
office today concerned that they could
potentially face closure now, given the
situation.

If we were to adopt the Ryan plan—
the ‘“‘pathway to ruin,” however you
want to describe it—I think we would
be setting the stage for hospital clo-
sures to continue, for more patients to
come into the walking wounded area of
emergency rooms, for there to be more
amputations, for people to be sicker

H2595

and eventually come to the emergency
room—which is so incredibly short-
sighted because in the end it winds up
costing taxpayers so much more money
because these people are going to be
cared for. So we are fooling ourselves if
we think that seniors are just going to
be able to meet what the voucher
doesn’t cover.

Thank you very much for your lead-
ership in this.

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank the gentle-
lady for her contribution and for her
work on the Budget Committee.

I know somewhere toward the end
there the gentlelady mentioned jobs,
and this is something that is kind of at
the core of what we’re trying to work
toward.
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We’re trying to find a budget, develop
a budget that will stimulate the econ-
omy, that will create jobs. And we
know that under the Ryan budget,
again, according to the Heritage Foun-
dation, the way they get to some kind
of fiscal sanity is they project that un-
employment in the country will be re-
duced to 2.8 percent by 2016.

Now, I don’t know any reputable
economist in the country that thinks
that’s feasible, particularly when
you’re slashing a lot of government
spending that does create jobs, particu-
larly in the health care arena; but no
one has been more vocal and more
knowledgeable and more articulate
about what it takes in this country to
create jobs than Mr. GARAMENDI from
California.

I welcome him to the discussion and
yield to him now.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very
much, Mr. YARMUTH.

For the members of the Budget Com-
mittee, you’ve had a steep and difficult
job as the Republicans have attempted
simply to ram down the throats of this
Congress a really unacceptable budget,
one that does destroy opportunities.

I would love to talk about Make It in
America, and I will in a moment, but I
was just listening to my colleague from
California, and she raised the issue of
the medical care here in the United
States.

It was 1964 that the United States set
out on a very, very important mission,
and that was to provide health care to
seniors. Prior to that time, and I know
from my own county where I grew up
in Calaveras County, if you became a
senior, you were destined for a very,
very rough road. There was literally no
insurance available for you, and there
was no opportunity for you to get your-
self out of poverty unless you happened
to be among the wealthy. It was a ter-
rible situation.

So during the Lyndon Johnson period
in 1964, they created a program called
Medicare so that when you became 65,
you had an opportunity to get a solid
health care program available to you—
a doctor program, a hospital program.
You had to pay a little bit for the hos-
pital program, but it was guaranteed
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available to you. And every American
65 and over had that policy.

Here we are, 40-some years later, and
what’s taking place? Our Republican
colleagues are determined to termi-
nate, kill, stop, eliminate Medicare.
They do it in a subtle way.

But I want everyone to know that
this year if the Republican budget goes
forward, this will be the tombstone for
Medicare: ‘“Medicare: 19656-2011. Created
by Lyndon Baines Johnson, LBJ. De-
stroyed by the GOP.”

How do they do it? They do it by say-
ing everyone that is 55 years old today
will never get Medicare. It’s over. And
for those that are on Medicare, their
lives will move on and eventually
they’ll be gone also. And Medicare dies
with this budget. This is a central part
of the American promise to every sen-
ior, and the Republicans are deter-
mined to terminate Medicare and put a
tombstone dated this year, 2011.

You’ll get a voucher; but as my col-
league from Los Angeles so eloquently
said, that voucher will be worth very
little when the time comes. And you’ll
be thrown to the insurance sharks.

I understand insurance. I was the in-
surance commissioner in California for
8 years, and I know what the health in-
surance companies want to do. They
want to make sure that they insure
somebody who will never get sick. Pre-
existing conditions, raise the rates,
change the benefits, increase the co-
pays, end the deductibles, all of that.
So the future population of seniors in
just 10 years will be thrown to the
wolves, and they’ll be at the mercy of
the health insurance companies.

We cannot let that happen. This is a
fight for the very nature of America.
This is a fight not only to protect sen-
iors but to protect those who want to
become seniors. I want to know what
American out there today does not
want to live long enough to get to
Medicare.

They know that today because of the
Democratic Congress they have an op-
portunity to get insurance with the
Health Care Reform Act, but they
know that the Republicans want to
take that away, too. The very first
piece of legislation that the new Re-
publican Congress passed was the re-
peal of the Affordable Health Care Act.
This is step two, to dismantle.

Now, I'm going to take another 30
seconds and then turn it back to my
colleagues on the budget side.

But here’s what we must do. We must
get to the root cause of the underlying
inflation in health care.

Terminating Medicare does not stop
health care inflation. What could stop
it are the kinds of reports and the
kinds of suggestions that I made 5
years ago when I wrote this document
called ‘‘Priced Out.” Forty-three sepa-
rate things that we can do—specifically
for California, but it’s applicable for
America—43 separate things that we
can do to bring down the costs of med-
ical care.

It turns out that about a dozen of
those were in the Affordable Health
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Care Act, very specific things to rein in
the cost of medical care.

Two examples. One: hospital infec-
tions. Not only deadly, but costly. Now
every hospital in the United States is
forced by the Affordable Health Care
Act to pay attention to hospital infec-
tions. It’s probable that one of our col-
leagues who was with us here in this
House last year died as a result of a
hospital infection just last week. This
is serious stuff. It’s in the Affordable
Health Care Act. Hospitals would be
penalized.

Secondly, electronic medical records
so that the mistakes are eliminated.

Let me turn this back to you, Mr.
YARMUTH and Mr. TONKO. You on the
Budget Committee have served so well,
so hard, fighting the initial battle to
protect America’s seniors and to pro-
tect this Nation’s future. Thank you
for the opportunity to join you.

Mr. YARMUTH. I thank the gen-
tleman for his contribution and also
want to segue from what he said be-
cause he talked about Medicare and the
ability to save money in Medicare. One
of the ironic things about this debate
has been that last year when we were
passing the Affordable Care Act and
found $550 billion over 10 years that we
could save in Medicare and reinvest in
new benefits, during the campaign that
year, we were chastised for slashing
Medicare. Yet those same Republicans,
in developing their budget and saying
how great they are at cost-cutting, are
using the same savings that we found,
the same savings of $550 billion, that
they ran millions and millions of dol-
lars against Democratic candidates
last year. And they’re taking credit for
that in their budget, which is inter-
esting.

I know Mr. TONKO is chomping at the
bit to talk about Medicare some more,
so I'll yield to him at this point.

Mr. TONKO. Thank you, Representa-
tive YARMUTH and Representative
GARAMENDI. Thank you both for your
input.

Now, Representative BAss of Cali-
fornia talked about the Medicare trans-
formation that would really hurt peo-
ple across this great country, and it
seems as though you would expect ev-
eryone that serves here to be an avid
fan of history, that we would want to
be taught by the history that has built
this great Nation.

We heard earlier from Representative
YARMUTH about the repeats of the tax
cuts that were recent history. We saw
it during the second Bush Presidency.
We saw it during the Reagan era where
we did this trickle-down theory: if we
reduce the burden at the top, it will
trickle down and everyone will have
jobs galore.

Well, you look at the history, and
those two scenarios just did not work.
They did not work. And as students of
history, all of us as Representatives,
we should absorb that lesson, and we
should know that a repeat of that kind
is only going to wreak damage on the
American economy and, more impor-
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tantly, on the American families, the
middle class.

What did work, what lesson in his-
tory stands very strong and tall is that
during the FDR Presidency when this
country was hurting from one of the
worst economic struggles it had to
face, they came up with a program that
invested in job creation, invested in
the American worker, invested in
American families.

We created infrastructure; we built
across America the needs of this great
Nation. And today, some of those insti-
tutional efforts are still serving our
needs. They stand as a monument of
government responding in a way that
embraced compassion, that came for-
ward with an intelligence that enabled
us to grow out of those economically
difficult times. And we were benefited
by that sort of leadership.

O 2040

What we need today is an investment
in job creation. Think of it. As we
enter into a global race on clean en-
ergy and innovation, other nations are
bulking up and we are defunding with
this budget. We are defunding R&D, re-
search and development for science and
tech jobs. How can we expect to win a
race, a global race, when we’re tying
our hands behind our backs and are not
allowing us to go forward?

But to Medicare, the history learned
there, and Representative GARAMENDI
pointed it out, pre-19656 people were
being cherry-picked, they were being
led along without appropriate health
care coverage, without insurance be-
cause they were perhaps dealing with a
preexisting condition, they were a com-
plex case, they were ignored, they were
totally just abandoned by an insurance
opportunity. Because of that, our Na-
tion, with compassion again, the his-
tory it wrote through those LBJ years
was to establish a Medicare program.

Look what happens. This chart will
tell us when we get rid of Medicare,
when this Republican plan, if it had its
way, ends Medicare, we are going to see
this very impact coming upon our sen-
iors. We will go back to the pre-1965
years. Look at this. This is the current
Medicare program, where benefits for
our seniors enable them to avoid often-
times the out-of-pocket expenses.

It 1is forecasted by independent
groups out there, not by partisan
thinking here in the House, but inde-
pendent bodies are suggesting that it
will double in the early years in terms
of what is expected of our seniors
digging deeper into their pockets. And
by the year 2030, it’s forecasted triple
what they are paying today. This is an-
other way to provide savings for the
sole purpose of investing those savings
in millionaire, billionaire tax cuts, in
oil company handouts, in corporation
relief. This is the effort here. It is a re-
verse Robin Hood. It is going after the
middle class, which is the strength of
America.

Give that middle class its purchasing
power. Give our middle class seniors
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their Medicare program. Let them have
dignity. Let there be a quality of life.
Let there be the opportunity for work,
for employment, and let the masses
enjoy the benefits of those sorts of pro-
grams. That’s what we’re talking about
here. History repeated. Bad history re-
peated. Good history ignored. And our
seniors will suffer from this Medicare
program. This end to the Medicare pro-
gram will bring about suffering for
them because of greed and because of
the road to ruin that has been estab-
lished by this so-called path to pros-
perity.

Representative YARMUTH, I believe
that we need to do better than this. We
should not fail our seniors, our dis-
abled, and as Representative
GARAMENDI said, future generations of
seniors, an onslaught of baby boomers
that will be impacted by all of this ac-
tivity.

Mr. YARMUTH. Thank you very
much, Mr. TONKO. There are so many
aspects of this that deserve to be dis-
cussed. One of the things that’s kind of
sad is that the Republicans, in talking
about their plan to privatize Medicare,
say, oh, this is just like the plan that
Members of Congress have. Well, first
of all, Members of Congress have the
same plan as every other Federal em-
ployee, so it’s not necessarily anything
special that we have.

But the only thing that is somewhat
similar about this is that you have
some options in the private sector. We
buy insurance from private vendors,
and we have a certain allowance. And
under the Ryan plan, the Republican
budget, seniors, all those under 55 now,
when they become seniors they would
have a certain amount that they could
spend—not just could spend, had to
spend in the private sector because
they won’t be allowed to buy into any
Medicare program or a public option.
The difference is, as you pointed out in
your graphic there, that Members of
Congress and Federal employees pay
about 28 percent of the premium. Under
the Republican budget, seniors are
going to pay 68 percent of their pre-
mium.

This is shifting the burden, the cost,
and putting it on seniors who are on
fixed incomes, who don’t have the abil-
ity to pay. And what’s going to happen
to them? This is so unlike the Federal
insurance program. It’s frightening in
its dishonesty.

But I want to talk about one thing
quickly and then yield to Mr.
GARAMENDI again, because we talked
about taxes and tax rates. In the Budg-
et Committee last week I offered an
amendment to the Ryan budget that
would have restored the Clinton era
tax cut, highest tax rate of 39.6 percent
on Americans making $1 million a year
or more. Now, that is a very small per-
centage of Americans. Very small per-
centage. Less than 1 percent of the
Americans make over a million dollars
a year.

I said let’s just have them pay what
they paid under the Clinton era. Not
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one Republican voted for that. And
their argument was, and I know they
believe this because they keep saying
it and have always said it, that if you
raise the tax rate on the highest-in-
come Americans that they’re going to
lose incentive, that they’re not going
to work as hard, that they’re not going
to make investments because you are
eliminating their incentive.

Well, for those with a long memory,
the highest marginal tax rate in this
country’s history back in the sixties
was 91 percent—I am sorry, under the
Eisenhower administration—was 91
percent. When my father built his com-
pany in the sixties and seventies, the
highest marginal tax rate was 70 per-
cent. When Ronald Reagan took office
it was 50 percent. Now it’s down to 35
percent, and they want to cut it even
further.

Now, they had this belief, again, that
if you raise rates you’re going to de-
stroy incentives. I built a company,
both my brothers have built very suc-
cessful companies, my father built a
very successful company. Not one of us
has ever said, oh, my gosh, because I
can only keep 60 cents of that next dol-
lar T make rather than 64 cents or 65
cents, I am just not going to make that
dollar. Just doesn’t make any sense for
me to work harder. Business people
don’t think that way. That is not
human nature.

I have one brother who is very suc-
cessful. He is in the barbecue res-
taurant business. You have all heard
me tell this story a hundred times. I
am going to tell it again. I asked him,
“What about this marginal tax rate
thing?”” And he said, ‘“You know, if
people can’t afford barbecue it doesn’t
matter what my tax rate is.” And
that’s really where we are as a country.
That’s where we’ve come as a country.
Because we have let the middle class
decline, because their buying power has
declined not just in relative terms, in
absolute terms over the last decade,
while the wealthiest Americans, these
people making $1 million, $1 billion and
more have done extremely well.

Right now 1 percent of the American
people make as much as the bottom 90
percent combined. We have the great-
est disparity in income and wealth in
this country that we have had in al-
most 100 years. Yet ask millionaires
and billionaires to pay a little bit
more—not a lot more. We are not say-
ing go to 70 percent. We are saying go
to 39 percent from 35 percent. Not one
Republican vote.

We’ve seen in the past what’s hap-
pened with tax rates. We have been
talking a lot about history tonight.
Under the Clinton administration, dur-
ing the Clinton years, top tax rate of
39.6 percent, 20.8 million jobs created.
After the Bush tax cuts, reducing that
top rate to 35 percent, 653,000 jobs lost.
That is not evidence for cutting the
marginal tax rate on the highest-in-
come Americans even further.

We have seen again right now the
Bush tax cuts—this is the job loss
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thing—the economy floundered after
the Bush tax cuts went into effect. So
again, all we’re saying is if we’re going
to ask people to sacrifice as we try to
get our fiscal house in order, we need
to ask everybody. In particular, we
need to ask the people who have done
the best and who have earned the most
and who have the most wealth.

Again, the person who has talked
more about what it takes to create jobs
in this economy is my colleague from
California. I yield to him again.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very
much, Mr. YARMUTH. This is what you
were talking about here, a different
way of saying the same thing that you
discussed. This is over the period of
time from 1979 to 2005. This is the in-
come growth by each 20 percent of the
population. So those people at the very
bottom saw almost no income growth
at all, 200 bucks. And as you go to the
next 20 percent and the next 20 percent,
you get up to the last 90 percent, they
did okay. They made about $745,000.
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So that’s the 90 to 99 percent of the
population. Those are very, very

wealthy people. They did okay.

But you go to the top 1 percent, the
top 1 percent—excuse me, I am wrong.
That’s the top one-tenth of 1 percent,
not even 1 percent. One-tenth of 1 per-
cent. That population saw their wealth
increase by nearly $6 million each, and
that’s what you were talking about, a
different way of displaying it.

What’s happening in the United
States is this enormous shift of wealth
to the super wealthy, and our Repub-
lican colleagues want to reward them
for their good success by reducing their
tax rate. So much for shared sacrifice.

And as Mr. TONKO pointed out, the
sacrifice is really the middle class, be-
cause the benefits that the middle class
had, the future opportunity for Medi-
care, they are going to wind up paying
more, getting less, as the Republicans
terminate Medicare as we Kknow it
today.

The other part on taxes, and then I
want to turn to one of my favorite sub-
jects, and that is how did we get to this
deficit, Republicans want to continue
giving $12 billion to $15 billion of our
tax money, this is money that you, I,
the stenographer there, the people that
work here, the men and women across
America that are working, $10 billion
to $12 billion of their tax money, and
they want to hand it over to the oil
companies.

Now, what in the world did the oil
companies need a tax break for? They
need a subsidy like, well, like they
don’t need it. Why? Because in the last
decade, the oil companies, the big oil
companies in the United States, have
earned $947 billion dollars in profits.
That’s just shy of $1 trillion dollars in
profits. And yet our Republicans de-
mand that we give them another $12
billion to $15 bil